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DEFENCE OF AN ESSAY 

ON THE PROPER RENDERING OY THE WORDS 

ELOHIM AND TIIEOS 

INTO THE CHINESE LANGUAGE. 



It is now two years and a half since my Essay, advocating the use ot 
the word shin f^jh to render Elohim and Theos into the Chinese Ian* 
guage, was written. Soon after its publicatipn, Pr. Medhurst replied to 
it in a pamphlet of 107 pages, taking up, as he tells us, every gucces- 
give paragraph that seenjed to call for remark. 

In England, the " Inquiry" of Dr. Medhurst, and my Essay, drew 
from Sir George Staunton a small volume, in whjch he qrges the pro- 
priety of using Shongti ^ "fS^ to render Elokim fujd Tkeos^ when 
^heae words are used proprii,' Rnd opposes the use o( shin for thispur-^ 
pose. This volume is written in so very kind and courteous a tone, 
that we feel much indebted to its accomplished author for his contri- 
bution to our discussion. We are also indebted to Dr. Bowriiig^ H. 
B. M. Consul at Canton, for a spirited article ** On the manner of ex- 
pressing the word for God in the Chinese language," whicJ^ appeared 
in the Chinese Repository for 1849, Vol. XVIII., p^ge 600. 

On the 30th January last, Dr. Miedhurst amd five of his friend? ad- 
dressed a letter of i?l pages ** To the ]£*rotestant Missionaries labor- 
ing at Hongkong and the Five Ports of China," in which they give 
up the native terms for which they had hitherto contended, and advo- 
cate as the rendering of Elohim and Tkeps in our Chinese version the 
transfer of the Hebrew word Eloah by the tl5ree Chinese character^ 

More recently, a writer who signs himself" an American Mission- 
ary in Chijia," and the Re\. Dr. Legge, have published pamphlela 
on iliie controversjy, and have cominented on my Essny. 
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4 Defense of im Essay Sfc, 

That the first-mentioned of these publications has been left so long 
without an answer, has not arisen from a conviction that no defence 
of my Essay was needed, but from several causes, the principal of 
which has been the state of my health, which has rendered writing 
very irksome to me« Instead of encountering the labor of preparing 
another pamphlet, I hate kithertcb preferred kj^iog the Bible socie- 
ties acquainted with my views by correspondence ; and I confess it is 
with extreme iff^hn^^fiiQ^ i)^t I i^ow 9^ mjajeJI^ t^ho t^l^ of writing 
another pamphlet for publication ; I would so much prefer spending the 
little strength I haye in other v^orl^« The qt^tio^ however, which is 
under debate, is one of such vital importance to the progress of the 
Gospel in China, that I can not excuse myself from the task, however 
unpleasant, and I fear that ahoold I refrain longer from printing, it 
might prove disadvantageous to what I regard as the truth, as many 
who feel a^ lively interest in the QontrctY^t^jy owy have no access to the 
papers of the Bible Societies, and few who have such access, like to 
ffncounter a heavy mass of ipanuscript. It is due, too^ to nvy mission^ 
ary brethren, in China that I should make then acquainted with what^ 
I Hav^ to say in defence of an l^ssay, in the view9 of which so many 
of them have concu];r^d. I will tberefpre, without further prelimina- 
ries, address myself to the task which is b^(bre me. 

Ip this defence, I sh^l not end^vor tp follow the above-mentioned 
writers throujjh tbejir several trea^isef, but shall endeavor to pr^sent^ 
as fairly and as fully a9 I can, all the objections to the arguments 
offered in my E^say that are of weight, and disQUSs these objection!^ 
in that order, which vi^ill serve best to set forth clearly the whole 
matter in dispute. 

The'positioD? taken in my Essay may be expressed briefly as follows : 
The Chinese ar^ polythejst?, not monotheipts ; they do not kaow th,^ 
true God, or any being w.ho may truly and properly be cajled God ; 
therefore the highest being known to them is to be regarded only 
1^ the chief god of a paptheon, and not a9 the Being we call God. 
Under these circumsiancfis, we can only choose, I contended, between 
' the name of th^ chief god of the Chinese, and the name by which 
the whole class of gods is known in their language." |t is derogatory 
to Jehovah to call him by the prqper name or distinctive title of any 
false god; we cann-^ipAerefore, use the name of the chief god of the 
Chinese to render EMim and Theos, and must, acc^ording to the al- 
ternative above presented, use the generic name of the Chinese godi. 
We must embrace this alternative, because the use of this genejric is 
necessary to the correct rendering of the ^ij^i Commandment, and 
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^ftrntf nf ten Ehsny 4^. ^ 

feahy dlhet passages of ScVij>tlirfe ; ilSi tt^ \k abfedulfely n^ls&idkj to 
for bW the rfeignin^ polythfei^ni. this £theric hiiWe to i^in ; thfertfort 
we must use this wbrd Skih, thdlgre kW dbj6i6tidn^; id rehdef Elohiik 
ah<i T^^oi ititc) tJbitiMe. 

On looktttg at the abor^ iibfttta^t df ttty iirgufnetit, it Will b* iWft 
that the eoiicliidbtt, " Wd ttiuMt ftife i/iCil torfeftdter Ehhhk ^d T^liij^/' 
rests on thig fdlloWih^ jf^ro^b^itibn^ : 

l^t. The Chihese do hot kiibv^ khy bi&ihg whb may Jtriili^ fthd pto^x- 
ly be cklled God; they hdv6 ther^fdrii hd h&ni^ For such & b^R|t, n^ 
Woird in their langdag^ Answerinjf tb our Wdi>d God. 

2d. that, thiii bising the §tate of things, ^^ ibuM i^ek Ihe^^d^M 
namfe of (h^ir gods, ahd content o^i's^v^ #ith thS ^§e 6f the #6ri ih 
Chinese th^t ahsw^ri to ouir w6rd^ k god, ttAs, ti the best thM tkH 
be don6 tindef the circuntlstahCfed. 

3d. That shih i^th^ general or l^cltieric liiirtife bfthe dhiiiM ^6d«i 
and th^refbfe it foliowi^, That ihi^ #ord ihbuld b6 ui^ io ffebde^ 
Elohi^ ktA Thk(^\tiX6 Chihesi^. 

From the hature lihd conhbciton of the ibbVe ptopositidn^, it #ili 
also be seen, thai, to invalidate thisdontluiion, bn*^ 6f the li¥e iBli6#^ 
irtg propOditiotiS fntt^t be sustained. 

(a,) The Chinee do kUdW ^ beittg, #h6 is truly ^d j[Hr6petl^ IQKmI ; 
or in other Wof d^, th^ highest b^inl kho#n t6 th^rii ii iim it tkUk god> 
but tB th« very Being Whohi we cdl Gdd, wbo^e liaAne is therefore thi 
proper word by which to render Elokitk khd Tkeds in ali cises ; br, 

ft.) Admitting that the Chinese do ttot kttoW the true God, eontend 
that we should u^e a relative, not &n absolute or generic terhi to render 
EMim and Theoi, becatise theee wordlh are relative, and not absolute 
tei'tni; or^ 

(c.) Admitting that the highei^t being known to the Chinese it h<$c 
truly and properly God, yet aflirm thait his name or iitl^, and rib) the 
generic name of the Chitieie gods, should be used to rend^ Etohnn 
and Thtbs in all cases : or, 

((/.) Adriiitting the facts to be as stated in Pro^. (6.), affirm that^ 
we dhould render Eldhim and Theas only when these words nit used 
propria, by the name or title of this highest Being, i. e. SkangH; an4 
When used impn^it, they should be rendered by Shiti, or iShin^ngi 
br, lastly, 

(i;.) Admitting th'it dnder the kbbve^mentidned circttmstalices, the 
generic name of the Chinese gods should be ^sed, if such can be found, 
dehy ihdit iS^Afn is thi^ generic naihe, and affirm, on the ddntr^y, 
that as ths Chines^ have neither a n4me for ahy being who is trul> 
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.*^ Df/cASi^ an Ei$atf S^r. 

and properly God, nor any generic n^me of their gods, And the word* 
jEhhim and Theos must be rendered by 9 generic term, we have no 
^eiourctt but tha^ of transferring the original word. 

All the objections that have been urged against the use of Skin^ 
MfiU coine naiarally under one or other of these heads ; and it will pro- 
«icHe« we M^ink. a clear undei^standing of the qnestions that have been 
raised, and of all points at issue^ to discuss them in this order. 

Previous however to the discussion of these heads, I will recur to a 
point, on which much stress was laid at the commencement of my 
Essny. I refer to the importance of determining, definiteiy, at the 
•very outset, *' what we should seek for, before our minds become 
6ngag0d in the examination of tlie multifarious evidence that may be 
puhmiH^d/' The settlement of this point, as a preliminary, is the 
more important from the fact that all parties admit that there is no 
word in the Qhin^se language that answers to the Hebrew El^ah, 
fifQhimt the Qreek TAfos, TAeot, and the English Gad, god, gads. 

On this subject Dr. Medhurst thus expresses his opinion on p. 4. of 
)iia '* Inquiry :" ''Having discussed the meanings ofElohim, and Tktos, 
a# tlieae words were understood by both Hebrew and Ghreek writers, 
to indicate the Supreme, as well as inferior deities, we now come to 
jC^NiBid^ what term in Chinese is most marly equivaknt to them. 
^ni here it may be premised, that, after most studious re.seQrch, we 
have aiot been able to find any one term thai fully answers to the 
wprds as employed in the Old and New Testaments." Dr. Legge. 
tfter qiioling this, adds his own opinion in the following words : '' The 
eonchision to which ray researches, equally studious probably, though 
not so extensive, have brought me, is aubstantially the same." We 
shall see presently that Sir George Staunton, Dr. Bowring, - and the 
^' Anierieaii Missionary," all eoncar in thib opinieto. 

Of the word Ood, the several parties writing on this question, iike 
widdy diibrent views in many respects ; but it seems to me there it 
one error which has chiefly misled Dr. Medbnriit, Sir George Staunton^ 
Dr. Bowriiig an^ Dr. Legge, and whkli we must be careful not to fall 
iniO) if we would keep the real point of search clearly before us. The 
errer, to which I aUude, is that of regarding the word Ood as the 
'< symbol of an idea," to use Sir George Staunton's ei^pr^on, instead 
of regarding it, as it really is, as the name of a bond, fide Bemg, of 
whom, sfter w« have exhsusted all the iims of which we are capable, 
we can form but trery inadequate eoncepttons. 

Dr. Medhurst conmences his Inquiry with these words : " In dis^ 
tusiing the proper mode of readering a word out of one language into 
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tnother, we should first ascertain, from lexicogr^>her6 and slattdml 
writers, the fseaning of the word which is to be translated ; and then^ 
by means of the same process, the meaning (^ the wcvd or worda 
proposed as the representative of the idea, in the language into which 
we are translating." He afterwards appears to feel coiiseioue thil 
many ideas must concur to make up oor conception of what is iaelud-* 
ed in the word God: the next stage b therefore to content himself 
with the lea<ling idea^ and this leading or principal idea he deeiddi ia 
p$werot authority. 

Dr. Bowring writes (see Chinese Repository, Vol. XVHI, page 
$00) : " How indeed should they (i. e. the parties who have written on 
both sides of this controversy) have succeeded? They have beeti 
straggling through incompetent means for an unattainable end ; tkejt 
have been aeekiag in the Chinese mind, and in the Chtsese langilttge 
^ what was never there. In order that an idea should exhibit ilself 
by some external symh0l, some expi^^^ssion, some forbidla-^^th* idii!» 
itself must have a previous existenee,*' di&o. He then proposes to treU 
God as he would an unknown quantity ia algebra^ i. e. represeni the 
unknown quantity by a symbol, v'xz : 0, When I read tliia, the thotig hi 
occurred to me, Could Dr. Bowring kneel d6wa and aerioaslji 
pray to e, " O, ^ ! have mercy upon me ! " I surely could ndt 

Sir George Staunton writes, *' In the Chinese language the^e a^itlief 
i8> nor could there be expected to be, any word which fiiliy and cor-^ 
rectly conveys the idea^ which we Christians attich to the wdrd CMi 
Words are but the symbols of ideas, and we have ilot yet tmplinted 
the idea itself in the Chinese mind.*' How much d^rer to say, — » 
*' We cannot expect to find any name in Chinese for ike Being wheon 
we Christians call God, as we have not yet taught the Chinei^ to 
know this Bei^g, Gop." 

To show how fatally this regarding the Word God ae tbo symbol 
0f an idea^ will i&islead us, we quote from Sir George'ii " Ibqmry ^ 
his method of meeting this dii&eulty. Having statisd thai the C^iiies^ 
hcive no word answering to our word &od, be proceeds to say, *^ I 
tliink I have shown that the tefm SMngti has from time immeaim 
oipial been employed in Chinese in a dense more nearfy apftoetchufg 
to that mhich we eUtmk to the word God than any othe^ ^hich at 
present etists im the Im^uage qf the eauniry.'' What is thia biat 
saying that^ the Being whom the Chinese call Shdngti conies seai'^l 
to the Being, whom we Christians call God, than any other Being the 
Chinese know. But this is a case surely in which the rule tmlhni 
$imiU e$t.%dem applies. To come short of the Infinite Being whodte 
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8 D^enst of AH EsiUjf S^c, 

#» ChristUtiB ttiW Chd, b to come mftnit^ly short : to come bnly neiir 
to, aft! not to be quite one ithi the saitie with KM, in to b^ wholly 
thother B^ttig, a fails^ grbd. . 

To cl^Air thid titbtUr, tre m«st femetitb^f thai the ^otd Bad t^ 
4l#iiyi ibe name^ not of an idetit, bnt of a being ; that, #heil lia^d (l^f ) 
proprii, by moriotheiMfi, it in the namt of this Mf«kii^t^nt, Spiritual 
Beings who created the heateni and the &a#th, ahd ail things viaible, 
and Intisible : that when used (Hd) impropH^^ by )pblythei6t», ot by 
monotheists in accommodation to the views of polyth^ists, it id atill, in 
every iiiitahce, the name not of an idm^ bilt of a Biilig dr Bdngs, (ima- 
f inary Beings it rk true^ yet still brings, hot abstract ideas) to whom 
thei^ ignorant worshipers betake theihs^lves for aid in trbdble, look up 
to Ibr (Protection, and endeavor to prot)itiate with religions worship. 

The ikiportance of keeping this distinction in our minds arise^ 
froriithedifierbhce there is between those nouns ti^bich are ihd nam^at 
0f beiii|Sftnd abstract nouns, injhe facility with which ^ can usd 
abairaot nouns that dre t^ry similar iti meaning fbr eachothei*, which 
interchange can not be mbde in the ca^ of such Cdncr^Ve ndUnS td 
those ihentioned iibot e. E. ^. the use of the wo^d that bdmes neare&fc 
to expressing the id^ we desire to convey, if thirf wdrd is th^ hatne 
of an abflti'act idea — of a niel'e mental conception — is unobjectionable^ 
tftd is often the best expedient we can adbpt ih conveying our 
thoughts to another. But in the use of concr^e hdiins we Can Aot dd 
thb. Suppoibe that I Were telling another 6f a ddity oir seri^ice he 
bwed to a given Being, and I should from forgetfuineSs of the nam6 
of this Beings direct him to render the service bt duty to the Being; 
whose name came nearest to his in sound oi- signification, ot who most 
nearly tesembled him ih pet-son or charaCtev ; the reserhiblaAu in any 
of these respects is not of the slightest importance: on the cohtrary) 
being only reserhbtancii and dot SikfUMs'^f it proves him to be anatker 
BeMf thati the one designed, and therefore that by using his name I 
have ddfraiided '' the Being," to whom the sei'vlce of duty W^ due. 

If we desire to ascertain whether the Chinese kmyw God, we Shj[>nld 
not inqnire^ what the leading or pHncipil idek c6nveyed by thfe #ord 
Qx^ \% that w^ may see if the Chinese have ai^y wofd that CofKVeyS this 
^int^ipa) idea ; but rathe^ a^k, do they knoW any Beings, Who^ fronl 
What they predlciite 6f him, can be known to be th^ same Beihg we 
Christims cdl Qot> ; then the neiit ^u^Stion is, by wh^ hami^ do they 
caH this Being, and if We dan fibd^ in ai^sw^r to this qiMsf y, the abso^ 
Inte term, whic^h in the Chinese language designates this be^ng, w^ 
i^all have found the Word iii Chinese, that answers to our much sought 
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W*^^ Go», when it !» used j^apriL Th« first point, %oweyer, i* tp 
deoicte^ U the being th* «afic2 it will betiine eoougtt, aft^i tbiapoiAi 
U settled, to ioquire for the name. If the Wng be not Ui9 9am^, Qo 
mattei: w^at thio principal idea augf^ted tu ua bj his oawe nmy be, 
this name will be but the name of a false god, and nothing more. 

The principal id^a auggested by the word Qad^ (if what thi& idea 
is, could ever be decided) takes in otilj a Yery sm^ll part of the ideaa^ 
which go to. make up our conceptiop of the Being we eaU Gob ; anc^ 
a being, the meaning of whose name conveyed this principal idea» 
might want those physical attribute^, e. g. self-existence, omniscience, 
6lc,; or might fail to sustain those relations of Creator, UpholdtP, 
Sustainer of the universe, &c., or want those moral attributes, witln 
out which a being can not be truly and properly God. 

If I am correct in what I have said above, then the 5rst question for 
us to consider is, do the Chinese know any being, whom we can re^ 
gard as the same with '^ the Being" we call God ? That thay know 
no such being was taken for granted, and not discussed in my Essay, 
because, as I there said, I understood this was admitted by all the 
Protestant mjssionariea in China. The discussion of this point has 
become necessary from the fact of its having been distinctly affirmed 
by Dr. Legge, and from the indefinite manner in which other partis 
have expressed their opinions about it. 

To the position, taken by me, that, '* under these circumstances,'^ 
i. e. the Chinese not knowing the true God, '* we can only choose 
between the name of the chief god, and the name by which the whole 
class of gods in their language is known," I understand Dr. Legge to 
reply in substance as follows. *^ There may be no middle course be- 
tween the alternatives, allowing the case to be as you state it ; but i 
deny the correctness of the statement : the Chinese do know the true 
God. I r^ice to acknowledge in the Shangti of the Chinese Classics^ 
and the ^dtt^dof the Chinese people. Him who is God over all, blesa^ 
ed for ever p. 2£t. But even should we admit that the Chinefiie do not 
know the true God, ' there is a real Urtium quid, a course altogether 
different. God is not a generic, but a relative term ; and relative terms 
are ddined to be '' words which imply a relation, or a thing considered 
as compared to another. They include a kind of opposition between 
them ; yet so, as that the one c€mnot he mthaat the other. Such are 
fathec and son, husband and wife, kiigg and subjects, &c. To these 
instances I have no hesitation in adding thatof Groe^ and creoteres," p. ^ 
f^ God. does not indicate the essence, or express. anytHng about tlis 
being of Jehovah/' p, 24, ''Should the Qhinese therefoi^ejuu^e no. word 
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that answers to God^ in having been actually used as one of the many 
names of the Supreme Being (i.e. the true God)/* we should not 
under these circumetances seek iox an absolute generic, but a relative 
term to render Elohim and TheoSy because these words are relative 
and not absolute." 

The first point made by Dr. Legge's argument, as expressed above, 
coiBeides with the prq>ositioB marked a ; the other points come under 
proposkions h. and c. We shdl postpone the discussion of them untii 
wc take up thpse propositions. 

Dr. Medhnrst, in his ** In({uiry/' expresses himself very indefinitely 
on the poin^ whether the Chinese know the true God or not. We 
haxe sifben above that he acknowledges, at the outset, that he has been 
unable *' to find any one term that fully answers to the words " Elohim 
and Tfuos '^ as employed in the Old and New Testaments.'' He then 
proeeeds to mention the important particulars in which ** the Chinese 
ideas of God fall short of the tnUh." These are, that the *' creation 
of heaven and earth are not ascribed to any being," the highest being 
known to them, variously designated Tien ^ , T% ^, or Shangti J^, 
^, is ne^OT said to be self-existent, nor described as existing from 
eternity." He then, after mentioning several attributes of the being 
•tyied Ti^ proceeds to say, ** There can be no doubt that, the Chinese 
use the word Ti in the same way in which western writer^ use the 
w^rd 6W; that they ascribe to Ti such attributes, as were Usually 
ascribed to the Divine Bieing by the Pagans of Greece and Rome.'* 
^' We therefore conclude that, by Ti, the Chinese mean the Supreme 
GkxA, so far as they are acquainted with him. They also use the word 
-Ti when speaking of inlerior spiritual beings, who have some superin*- 
tendeoce over different parts of the universe, and who, in the estima^ 
tton of the Confbctanists, were entitled to religious worship ; while the 
word was^ applied by both Tauist and Buddhist writers to being^ 
whom tbey considered as gods. The inference therefore is that Ti 
is descriptive of a cl^ss of beings, beginning with the ^ighest and 
passing down to inferior diviniiieH, and is therefore generic for God in 
Chinese." See " Inquiry " pp, 5,6. 

Dr, Medhurst here clearly advocates the use of the word Ti to ren- 
der Elohim and Tkeos on the ground that it is the *^ generic for God in 
Chinese." It is not so ©tear, however, what he meanffi)y the senjtence; 
'^* We therefore ctmclude thai by Ti the Chinese mean the Supreme 
God, as ^ as they are acquainted with him." This last mepiin a very 
uosatis^acatory and indefinite phrase, and it is much to be regretted 
that Dr. Medhurst did not express kis opinion more cleArJy. 
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Defense of an Essay ifc. 11 

In his '* Reply to the Essay of Dr. Boone,'^ on page 2d, he ex- 
presses the opinion that the Chinese may be regarded as Cudworth 
rdj^ards the Greeks, viz. as both monotheists and polytheist/^t the 
same time; that is, understanding the word Tkeos combined in the two 
terms in different senses ; in the firsC, as conveying what he calls the na- 
tural idea of God, viz. an all-perfect Being, the Ruler of the universe ; 
and the other, as alluding to certain supposed invisible intelligences, 
who were the objects of religious worship, but subordinate to one 
Supreme'' On the next page he gives his opinion on what should be 
the object of search, as follows : Dr. Boone says that it is necessary 
to determine what we shall seek ; and thinks that seeing the Chinese 
dj not .know the true God| we must ^ther seek for the name of the 
chief god of the Chinese, or the name by which the whole class of gods 
is known in their language. To this we reply, that as iht true God 
was as little known among the Greeks as among the Chinese, it is cer- 
tainly necessary, in order to express the idea of God to determine 
what we shall seek ; for Dr. B. thinks we must seek for one or other 
of the two things specified by him, viz. the name of the chief god, or 
the generic name for god. In our estimation we should seek for a 
name which will convey to the mind of the Chinese the same idea 
which was conveyed to a Greek by the us^ of the word Theos ; if the 
same be likewise that by which the whole class of worshiped beings 
is known in the language, so much the better. Now it so happens, 
that the name used for the chief object of worship, or God by way of 
eminence, and the whole class of worshiped beings, was one and the 
rame term among the Grebes : among the Chinese these two ideas are 
represented by different terms* which constitutes the difficulty." 

If I underst^md his meaning, the view here expressed seems to be, 
that the Being called by the Chinese Shangti, answers to the monadic 
Theos of the Greeks, but that neither the one nor the other of these be- 
ings is the Being the Christians call God, i.e. the true God. As the 
argument in ray Essay was based wholly upon the assumption that the 
Chinese do not know the true God, observing the indefinite manner in 
which Dr. M. spoke in his " Inquiry," where he seems to imply that 
the Chinese Shdngti is to be regairded as truly and properly God, to 
draw out a full discussion on this point, I under the signature of " A 
Brother Missionary," addressed *' A few plain questions to those mis*, 
sionaries who in preaching or writing teach the Chinese to worship 
Shnngtir This paper was written previous to the appearance of 
Dr. M.*8 ** Reply," and was published in the Chinese Repository Vol 
XVII., page 357. It gave great offence, I am sorry to say, to Dr. Med^ 
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hutst and his friends; they called upon me, and insisted Upon my t'e* 
tracting the position taken in that paper, vi2. thai those wlTo exhort 
the Chinese to worship ShangH, violate the first Comniaiidmeht. I 
iook great pains to assured them th^t I d'lA not i^tit^pos^ they intended 
to violate the first Commatidhient, but contended that, as the phrase 
Shangti designates a sin^e individual, and the Chinese who heard 
them understood by thid phrase ^hother being than Jehovah, I must 
maintain that Che Commabdm^nt was broken. To inforni all who I'ead 
the Repository that I have nb intention of intimating that any of my 
Brother Missionaries designedly bi^ke the first Commandment, ahd 
to divest thfe matter of every sAikde of personality, which unhappily, 
/rom want of sufficient clire on my ^art, attached to the communica- 
tion of a " Brother MissioiiAry," I add^esiied a letter, under my bwri 
Signature to the Edrtor of th^ Chihte^ Refpositofry (see Vol. XVIII., 
page 97), to which I beg leave to refer th6 Reader. Thispap^r I sent 
to Dr. Medhurst and hid fViend^, as my answer to their demand for an 
apology, that they might see it before it lefl Shanghai for the printer's 
hands. From his note addressed to me on the receipt of this letter, it 
ivill a]ipear that instead of maintaining that Shdf^ti is the true God, 
Dr. Medhurst*s habit atid that of Messrs. Stronaeh and Milne was 
carefully so to explain their u&e of the phrase io the Chinese, as to 
t>revent them from understanding it, as even Muding to any being 
with whom they were acquiirited. His note is as follows :-^ 

" Shanghai, Janu«7 13tfa, 1849. 
" My dear Sir, 

"Your letter has been read by Messrs Stronaeh, Milne and my* 
self. We all thi^k it unsatisfactory ; principally with respect to the 
omission of any statement, that it was quite probable that the mission- 
aries using Sftdngti for God would accompany it with such explanations 
as would in their estimation, prevent the Chinese from understanding 
ihe term as alluding to any being with whom they had been previously 
acquainted, but to one whose being 'and attributes are revealed in the 
S. S. 

** Such statement was distinctly required by us, and we fully expect- 
ed that it would accompany your explanation. 

"I am. Dear Sir, 

Yours truly 
(Signed; W. H. Medhurst." 

In the letter of 30th January 1850, Dr. Medhurst and his frierids give 
up all the native terms as untenable, and propose to use the transferr^A 
term Aloah, as the rendering of Elohim and Theos in all cases. They 
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give us an account, in thjs letter, of the steps by which tbey were led 
to the adoption of the tr?ina£erred terra. They tell us p. 3, that on the 
reception of Mr. Weller*s letter of the 20th Oct. 1849, *' bo^h partipa 
took up carefully, " first the cpnsad^ratioo of ^he proposition thrown 
out by Mr Weller, to employ one ter)n for false god^, and another 
qr th? same term modified for the true God/^ find in the next place 
considered ** the employment of th^ traip^ferred word EJlo^h, to be cm- 
ployed in every ini^ance in which the true God was intended, and 
<SAi/i for false gods.'* These proposition^ >vere rejected " ^ unphilo- 
^ophi^al.'' " For,*' they add, " in the First Commandment, in ^ohn 
X. 3&, I. Cor. Vllt 5, tpgether with 1 Kings XV. 21, 27., it was 
^It that the sjune term ought to be used for God whether true or false, 
bec^us^ the force of tl^ pa/sspges mainly d^peud^ on the employment 
of the same term: this objection would apply to J^hdngrsbii} ^\^q, if 
used fi^r the triie Qof), an4 SUn^ for false gofls; .^d f» ther^ were many 
9th^r passages of Scripture 4? which diSerjSot tei^ros cpqld not be ns^d^ 
it w^s agr^d that it woifid]^ better 4o use the si^e te^ijn througbcMft. 
pp.4,§." 

After this they, tell us, that» on a Qugg^tipn biiying been niade, tq 
put pn the 'title page pf the N. T. jan ei^pianationpf the sense in which 
Shin was us^ in md )>ook> it qccurrefl to them ^' that if skin cou]4 be 
lised with adefinit^oQ, socouMT^-'' Accordingly this proposition wa9 
submitted to their Chinese teachers, and upon being disapproved of 
by these teaphers,^ the use oi H was abandpned by them^ pp. |6,7. When 
urging the use x)f the transferred lerm» they tell us, ^' those Chinese 
who have become most familiar with our Scriptures and views of The- 
ology, b^ing at the same time intelligent men and independent think- 
ers, frankly confess that they have not a terra so generic, and cs^ablQ 
of so Vfidean extension as the one we are seeking for,'' whiie the same 
Chinese ^'conceive that when foreigners have to introduce fte^ ideas 
they must expect to bring with them new terms." p. 8. They make 
the proposal to transfer Eloah, therefore, nol merely on the ground 
that the Chinese have no wo^d answering to our word Gpp, as mainr 
taijued by Dr. Bowrtng, but on 4he ground also that they have no gener 
rie term for ^o^? in their language. I will however give the statement 
in their own words. " To the general strain of Dr. Bowring's remarks, 
ihere can be little or no objection. One i4ea not touched upqn by h^nji 
is that the Chinese language not only wants a proper term where? 
l>y to represent the perfections of the true God, but it wants al^o a 
generic, which, while it is capable of being used for the highest being 
4i which they have any conception, includes all worshiped beings, 
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and goes no farther. As they have, therefore, no appellative for God, 
in the Scriptural usage of the term, we must introduce one, and the 
one we propose is Aloak, accompanied by the following translation, 
*' Whenever Aloah is used, it refers to the beings whom men sacrifice 
to and worship. They do not know however that the most honorable 
and without compare is only one Jehovah, besides whom no other 
ought to be worshiped. Jehovah is the proper name of AloakJ* 

In direct opposition to the ground taken by Dr. Legge, the six 
signers of this letter regard their transferred word as a generic term, 
" as the generic for all worshiped beings.** They say, p. 12, " It will 
be proper to remark here that we intend to use the transferred word 
generirally, as the representative of El, Eloah, Elohim, Tkeos and 
Theoi, whenever they occur, whether for the false gods or the true. 
Should any object that we are calling the contemptible divinities of the 
heathen by the same appellative, which we use for the true God ; we 
can only say that we feel safe in following Scriptural example. The 
Apostles had the option of calling the true God l^heos, and the false 
gods daimones, in every instance, if they chose ; but they did not 
choose ; and in alluding to the heathen deity Remphan, they have 
called him Thoes with the article before it. So in recording the false 
Views entertained by the Lycaonians in regard to Paul and Barnabas, 
whom they supposed to be Jupiter and Mercury, the term hoi Theoi is 
used with reference to those beings.** On p. 13 they say, " We by no 
means admit however, that, we cannot as effectually oppose polytheism 
bv a transferred word, as by using a native term. We call our God 
Eloahf we use Eloah as the generic for worshiped beings, and we 
tell them that they are not to worship any other being that may be 
called Eloah, but the one who made heaven and earth.** 

From the above it will be seen that Dr. Medhurst and his firiends 
aorree wi^ me in opposition to the two main propositions of Dr. Legge, 
viz. that the Chinese Shdngti is not the true God, and that the word 
God is generic and must be rendered by a generic term. The only 
issue they ihake with me is that stated in proposition e; i. e. they ad- 
mit that under the above mentioned circumstances, the generic name 
of the Chinese gods should be used, if such can be found, but deny 
thdXSkin is this generic name; and affirm, on the contrary, that, as 
th ; Chinese have neither a name for any being who is truly and pro- 
perly God, nor any generic name of their gods, and the words Ehhim 
and Theos must be rendered by a generic term, we have no alternative, 
and must transfer the original term. 
> Sir Geprore Staunton, as we have seen above, admits that the Chi- 
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nese language has no word which fully and cc^rrectly conveys {he idea 
which we Christians attach to the word God'* He advocates the use 
of Skdngii, on the ground that '* it has from time immemorial been 
employed in China in a sense more nearly approaching to that which 
we attach to the word Ood than any other, which at present exists in 
the language of the country." I am very sorry that, from the overi^ 
sight of friends in England^ I have never received a copy of Sir George's 
pamphlet. I only had the loan of the copy I read for two or three 
hours; I am afraid therefore to attempt to sketch the draft of his argu- 
ment lest I may unintentionally misrepresent him. From a quotation 
in Dr. Ledge's pamphlet, p. 35, 1 learn however that he only contends 
for the use of Shdngii to render Elohim and Theos when these 
words are used propria. His words are, '* It is always to be borne in 
mind that it is only when the true God b intended to be signified, that 
Shangti is contended to be the most appropriate term. Whenever 
the false gods of the heathen generally^ or any specific false god by 
name is in question, the word SMn is not only proper but necessary. 
On the one hand, the word 8hin is too low and too wide in its accep- 
tation to be applicable to the True God ; and on the other, the phrase 
Shdngti is too high and too exclusive in its meaning to be applicable 
to any purpose less exalted." From these extracts, I conceive Sir 
George maintains the views expressed in the proposition marked d 
above. 

The " American Missionary in China" advocates the use of 7^ ^ 
with an adjunct, as either J^ ^ Shang ^ w ^^C fl? '''**^ ^' 
He does this oh the ground that Shangti (see p. 3) especially in moral 
character resembles far more the true God than does any of the Theoi 
of the Greeks. He is a being, to whom no beginning is attributed, a 
being of perfect moral rectitude, and is represented as rewarding the 
upright and punishing the wicked; a being too of universal sovereign- 
ty and providence. The distinguishing title, by which this being and 
all other entities supposed to resemble him are known among the 
Chinese, is Jl ^ SItdng Ti. This too is a title used by way of 
eminence to distinguish Deity, long before the Chinese were led by 
their pride either to assume or apply it to mortal man. This was 
likewise at a time when it is clear, from their ancient books, the Chi- 
nese possessed a purer theology and more correct notions of the Div- 
ine Being and character than they do now." This writer, it will be 
seen, only contends here for resemblance to the true God. On p. 27 
he says, ** That it is extremely doubtful whether any being worship- 
ed by the Chinese is by them regarded as divine. At most there is 
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|>ut one, the Shing-ti of antiquity, atid \\t worshiped only by the. 
properpr." From which he coodudea that, " the Chinese mythology,, 
in whfch there is only qne, reopgnise4 at all ;^^ fliyipe, ^oes not con- 
tain, and can not furnish, a proper generic tern^ fpr peity. J^pt havjng 
Ihe idea of such a cUtss of beings, the l^qguage assnr^djy yv\\\ uojt af- 
ford A generic term for such a cl^/' 

It is y^ry much to be regf etted th^ this writer does not manifest 
more care in his use of terms, ^nd tfa^t ^^doestiot defiuQ the sense in 
which he uses the words upon which his vhdie argument turr|s : e. g. 
\^ answers the question " Is ^ Ti used fu? 8^ geuerjp term for Deitp 
hy the Chineii^?^' by another question; vjz, ** Is it ^pellative for a 
class of beings regarded divine^ and not ^he name merely of nn iadiyi- 
^lual ?'' Uppn this we would remark, that the word Dtit]^ without a^ 
^rtipl^ is abstrapt, and that of all the words he coul^ have chpsep, th^t 
l^ave any ponnei^ion with the point under debate^ the adjective "divine" 
sterns tome ithe most indefipite. We are all familiar with '' the diving 
Homer sometimes sleeps," and I have even seen " the divipe Fanny 
EUslejr." df.p. Throughout his pamphlet the " American Missipn^ry'* 
appears to me to conCouned polytheism with yf\i9.\ has been styjed 4i' 
or tri-theism ; i. e. a belief in the existence pf more gods than one^ 
using the wox^proprit in the sense of self-exrstent, almighty, ^-c, ^c. 
• In the result he arrives at, the proposal to render Elohim and Theos^ 
by Shdngti and Skin-ming^ and in the admission he make? that 
Shangti only r^semhles the true God, j^nd the doubt he expresses 
whether the Chinese really regard him ^ divine, his views approach 
nearer to Sir George Staunton's than to any other: they will be 
most suitably discussed under proposition d. 

Having thus indrcated, in general terms, the positions maintained 
by thpse, whose pamphlets I propose to answer, I shall now proceed 
to discuss the issues made between these several writers and my Essay 
|n the order above set fprth. 

The first question for our consideration is that involved in proposi- 
tion a, Do the Chinese know the true God, or any Being who may tru- 
ly and properly be called God I To this question Dr. Legge answers, 
" They do: Shdngti is God over all, blessed for ever." 

To put this opinion in the most advantageous way for Dr. Legge, 
it may be thus expressed : ** The Chinese do know the Being we 
Christians call God, they really ^now him, though only in an imper- 
fect manner. The Being is the very same, the difference is in the 
clearness with which he is known." We agree with Dr. Legge that if 
this point can be made good, viz., the Chinese know the Being we 
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call GoA^ we ought lo take the Chines^ name of this Being to render 
Elohim !ind TKeos in ail cases^ though we should find thai the Chinese! 
have never usfsd this Word, as the general namci of their objects of 
Worshij). We shoUld only difer from him, in contending that w^ 
must ^ek for, and dse, the absolute name of this Being, and not 
content ourselves with one o\ his titles^ ^uch as 8hdn^tiy which is tt 
mere relative term. I should agree to this ; for if the Chinese really 
know the Being We call Ood, And have in th^r language a ilame for 
Him I do not see faow We could be justified in neglecting this name; 
Or using any Other word t6 render Elohim and Theos. We should 
be bound, I think, if these were the circumstances in which we 
found the Chinese, to tell then>i that Jehovah — the revealed God— ^as 
the ^ame Being they hid all albUg worshiped Under this Chinese 
name, arid that we now merely proposed, by the light derived from 
the Sacred Scriptures, to make Him more fuMy and perfectly known 
onto them. This I never Would have denied ; but when my ** Essay '* 
Wai^ Written, I supposed that this was not contended for by any^ nu»* 
sionary in Chiiia; therefore itiy argument is conducted, from th^ 
beginning to the end, uport the supposition that the Chinese know no 
being who can ti'uly and f^it^rly be called God. ^ 

Dr. Leggs being the affirmant in this case the onusprobandi is with 
hini ; this however he is so far frbm perceiving, that he v^ry amus* 
ingly sets us the task of finding an ihstahce in which ShdngH can 
not be rendered God (proprtl), when ita my " Essay," Which wa4 
before him, I had already denied the Chinese had any word in their 
language which could t)e so reUdered, Which made it clearly Drl 
^^egge^s duty to furnish u6 with the grounds which Would jukiiy 
hini, in so trahdatin'g Shdngtf, in a single instance. This was the 
hiore Incumbent or Xh, Legge, as Dr. Medhurst, in his *' Inqiiiry,'? 
admitted, as w^ have showU, that JSh&hgti is neve^ silid to liave created 
the heavens and the earth, or to be selfexistent ; and in his '' Reply,'' 
that the Chiiiese vferh ignorant of the true God ; aud as Dr. Bowring^ 
who also wrote previdttsly to Dr. Legge, so unhesitatingly ^tms that 
this Chinese do, not know God. Instead of giving some good and 
apprbved definition of the sbnse, in which the word God is to be 
Understood when used prdpri^, (which is the only sense in which the 
word God is ever used as he contends, and in which sense Shdngti 
Corresponds to it) and Using this as a test to prove that Shdngti is 
properly God, he contents himself with the following petitio principii, 

"The proof of this assertion is to he sought by making the largest 
possible collection of examples^ in which the expression is used, ancji 
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trying whether God will be an appropriate, or rather the appropriate 
rendering of it. The absurdity, of saying that jpA means God, was 
demonstrated by a process of this kind. Instances were adduced, 
which made it plain that to say that ^ has such a signifcation, only 
affords matter for astonishment. Will Dr Boone, or any other oppo- 
nent of Jt ^ descend into this arena ? Let them bring us forward 
passages, in which it is inadmissible to translate Shdngii by God. Till 
they do this, I must tell them, that they only hover about the field of 
conflict, and are surprisingly averse to " the tug" of the battle. Here 
is an ezperimenium crucis, I have taken their metal, and put it into 
the eriici6fe— may I be pardoned the play on the words — and it has 
turned out to be base substance. Let them take this metal and sub- 
ject it to the same test If the two words J^^, ^ do not mean God, 
those who contend that they do are merely setting up a " man of 
straw." It is not asking too much of Dr. Boone and his friends, to walk 
up to such an object and handle it. Let them give it a push, and it 
will fall down at once. The slightest appliciation will prove that it 
has no life in it. Why have they not done this, and adduced some 
specific examples in which Shdngii, can not be translated God ? The 
fair and just way of accounting for their not having yet done so, doubt- 
less is, that such a course has not occurred to them. Having thus 
suggested it to them, and shown them by what an easy process they 
may achieve a victory^ — if it can be achieved — some of them will sure- 
ly act on the maxim, Fas est a& hoste doceri," — ^pp. 26,27. 

On the above, we shall only observe, that Dr. Legge wastes his 
labor, when he endeavors to prove it absurd to say that shin means 
God, as we have never contended that, by the usus loquendi of Chinese 
writers, it had any such meaning, much less that the word has thi$ 
meaning in all cases, which is the only point that could be proved 
absurd by such a test. We contended that shin meant a god, gods ; 
we furnished our definition of the sense, in which these words are 
understood, by heathen nations, from authors of high standing, and 
endeavored to prove by the tests thus furnished, that shin was the 
generic name of the Chinese gods: would that Dr. Legge could be 
induced to proceed in this orderly method in making out his proof that 
the Chinese Shdngti is the being we call God, or that he is truly and 
properly God. If he will prove that the being called Shdngti, in any 
one of the quotations he gives us, is truly and properly God, we will 
admit that the Shdngti mentioned in all the other passages is God too, 
as we have no doubt that they all refer to the same being. This is 
the point that Dr. Legge should have proved, and it is so clearly hi^ 
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daly, that we might content ourselves with this answer until Dr. Leg* 
ge furnishes us with his proofs ; but, as the object, which we all 
have in view, is to develope fully the facts of this case, and to have it 
correctly and speedily decided, — ^to contend for truth, not ** victory " 
— I shall gather the best definitions of Qod from the books within my 
reach, and then from these definitions and the cosmogony of the Qii- 
nese, exhibit the reasons why I dissent from Dr. Legge's proposition^ 
'* The Shdngti of the Chinese people is God over all, blessed for ever^" 

1. *^l shall inquire what kind of idea, or notion, scripture and Christian 
antiquity give us of one that is really, and truly God. ^ If we trace this matter 
through tlie Old Testament, we shall find that the scripture notion of a person 
that is truly God, and should be received as such, includes in it pmoer and 
might irresistible ; perfect knowledge and consummate wisdom, etemihf, im- 
mutability, and omnipresence; creative powers; supremacy, independence, and 
necessary existence. These are the distinguishimc characteristics, under which^ 
God was pleased to make himself known, and it is upon these accounts that 
he, in opposition to all other gods, claims to be received and honored as 
God. These therefore are what make up the scripture idea of a person whq 
IS truly, really, and strictly God,^ Waterland's works. Vol. 2 p. 37. 

2. Knapp says, ^ But the best definition of God,-^the one. in which all the 
others are comprehended, is the following; God is the most perfect being, and 
is the cause of all other heingP Knapp's Theol, Vol. I. p. 156. 

' 3. Cud worth says, '*The true and grenuine idea of God in general is thisJ 
A perfect, conscious, understanding being (or mind) existing of itself from 
eternity and the cause of all other things." See Intel System, Vol. I. p. 297. 

If Dr. Legge will take Waterland's representation ''of one that is 
really and truly God,'' he must prove that the Shdngti of the Chinese 
* people has " power and might irresistible ; perfect knowledge and 
consummate wisdom, eternity, immutability and omnipresence; cre- 
ative powers; supremacy, independence and necessary existence.-' 
Or if he likes Knapp's short definition better, prove that he is *' a per-i 
feet being" i. e. a being possessed of all physical and moral perfec-i 
tionSj and that he is " the cai^ise of all other beings," the creator of 
the world i. e. of every thing extrinsic to himself. 

But to this it might be replied, these are definitions of God given 
by Christian men, who had in view all the perfections of Jehovah, the 
revealed God, and it is not necessary to prove that every thing we 
know of him is predicated in the Chinese books of Shangti, in order 
Jhat we should admit that he is the same Being as he whom we call 
God. As was said above, the being might be the same, the difference 
only arises from the clearness with which he is known. It may be 
maintained by some that the monadic Thcos of the Greek philosophers, 
is entitled to be regarded as ttuly and properly God, notwithstanding 
all of them conceived of matter as eternal. The consequences that 
follow, from allowing a being, who is not thp absolute creator of all 
3 
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things, to be truly and pro{^r}y God, are such that fevr, we believe, 
Will be found to contend for it. lllven Cudworth in his great zeal to 
bring in the henthen philosdfphets of Greece as good theistii, is obliged 
to rank thos^ amdng his imperfect theisls, who do not hold that God 
*' i^ the CAitse kA all things," as stated in his de(kiUiod above given. 

Of what hfe ctHs imperfect theism he thus speaks ; ** and though in a 
strict and pr&per sense, they only b^ theists who acknowledge one 
God perfe^ly omnipotent, the sole original of tXi things, and as welt 
the cause ^vrnttBTy as of any thing else, yet it seems reasonable that 
such consideration Should be had of the infirmity of human under- 
standings, as to extend the word further, that it m^ comprdiend within 
it those also, who assert one intellectual principie seif-existent from 
Htrnity^ the framer and governor of the whole world, though not the 
creator of the matter." 

"The American Missionary" and others also, build much on the 
traditionary knowledge of God, which the Chinese possessed in 
high antiquity. Let it be shown then fhmi the Yih King, or the l^ti 
King or the Shi King> that Shi&ngti is God, according to this defini* 
tion of even imperfect theism ; i. e. that he is asserted in a single passa- 
ge, to be self-existent from etemity, or that he out of preexisting matter 
tnade the heavens and the earth and all things that exist. That those 
nnacqnainted With the Chinese classics may be able to form some 
judgment on this matter, we shall give the cosmogony of the Yih King 
from the pen of M. Visdelou. 

'•This book (i. e. the Yih King) bforms us what they consider 
the first principle to be. Tdi Kih, -Ji^^ 0) generated the two 
figures ; these two figures generated the four forms, and these four 
forms generated the eight diagrams. This statement is very enig> 
mattcal, and therefore it is necessary to explain it. T^di-kih signifies 
the great summit (grand combh), a metaphorical expression derived 
firom the roof of a house, of which the transverse part, which is at the 
top, is called kih, because it is the highest part of the roof. Now, as 
kll the rafters are supported on the top of the roof, so also are al( 
things supported on this first principle. We must here carefully 
Observe that this first principle is said to generate (engendr^r)t ^^^ 
h6t to make (faire)*^ 

" The Chinese explain alegorically the two figures y&ng and yin 
by the two kinds of matter, or the universal matter divided into two 

**(!.) T'iii kih is the primary air, which by motion and rest, from which 
result heat and cold, moisture and drought &c., generated the five elementSt 
which compose all things.** 
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(2) ; but properiy ibey sigoify Heaven and Earth. The four forms 
denote the perfect matter, which is divided inUf solid and fluid, ao4 
the imperfect matter, which is also divided into solid and fluid. Thuf 
by th^ help of thi^ twofold distinction of perfect and ip^perfect (3), 
the two kinds of matter produce four. The eight diagrams of Fub-h^ 
denote everything in the universe ; e. g. the heavens, th^ earth, fire, 
water, inountaina, thunder, and still (wo others, under which all the 
rest ^re comprehended/' 

" But the philosophers explain this as.iom more clearly. The (cAr 
lowing is the account of what they, without any allegory 9ay, viz. 
The ffreai summit, ( Vdi kik) generated the five elements, and th^ 
five elements generated all things. This axiom is the abyss, \nx^ 
which those philosophers, called the Atkeo'pQUtic^t have (bunged 
themselves; for they pretend that this ^r^o^ stfuimtf is the primitive 
Reason (i. e. Tw), whi^h, although without underatanding or will, is 
Absolutely the first principle of all things* They ^^opsider that (bift 
JReason, although destiti^te of understanding and will, nevertbel^aa 
governs all things, and that the more infallibly, because it acts x^ei^^ 
sarily. ' Finally, they pretend that ^1 things emanate froqi i^ as t^ 
term generate (cng^^drerj seen^s to iai^icati^. These pbilaa9p)ier^ 
also do not beside to give to this reason tbe ti^e of the r«ilii^g pow#n 
and as Confucius in the canonical bof4 pf changes '{the iTtib Kh^} 
has, more than once, m^/A^ mention of Jflkc^ngfi, that is to say, tl^ su- 
preme emperor, and of 7\, that i^, the emperor, afd yet w^ ^o nqt 
eee in ^y part of this book, nor ia |iiiy other, that SMn,gii g^nerat^ 
^he matter, that is Heaven and earth, tbe pbilofopbers conclude firoifi 
.this, thai the tftle Sh^^ti ia not applicable to the priipi^ive Reason, 
.except when U $icts merely in the government of ih^ world* Hencfs 
jt is thf|t many among thi^m acknowledge besides the primitive Rei|- 
;Son, a eeleatiai Genius ( Genie-^eUH^^—Mn, i^) doubt) that bslonga tp 
heaven ; at least the Interpreters of the emperpr K^dngM, when e)(- 
plaining the diagrarn of the dispersion, where npention i^ made of sac- 
rificing to ^hangii, sear^iag into the cause why, after ^ troubles 
of the emi^ire were appeased, they sacrificed to ^angti, r^o^er tl^e 
.following reason, vias. that during the times of the disp^^ion, wbep 
the sacrifices to 8hdngt( were often neglected, the spirits of fSUingfi 
b^ been sqattered, and it was ntiPi^sAary th^r^r^ U^ re-collect t)iem 

by aaerifices. ^ 

'. I . ■ . . - ' * ' • 

**(^.) The perfect ytlng and the imperfect t^iii, the subtle and the giosa, 

the celestial a^d the terrestrial, light and dmness, beat ^d cold, drynefs 

and moisture, and all the other qualities of matter.^ 
**(3.) Strength and weakness; or extension and eontraction.^ 
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If M. Visdelou here gives^ us a correct accoant of what is said in the 
most ancient of the Confucian classics of the '* first cause/' how hopeless 
is the attempt to make out Dr Legge*s point, that the Shdngti of the 
classics is ** Ood over all, blessed for ever.** So far from regarding 
him, as a necessary, self-existent, independent being, the learned mefi 
of K*4nghi's reign fancied, from what they read of him in the Yih King 
that the spirits of Shdngti had been dispersed because of their neglect 
to offer sacrifices to him during the troubles of the empire, and that 
they must be re*K^llected by sacrifices.! ! ! 

We beg Dr. Legge also to observe that M. Visdelou distinctly says, 
that Confucius never affirms in this book or in any other, that '* ShAng- 
ti, i. e, the supreme Emperor, ever generated the Heavens and the 
earth,** and either, reconcile this with his position that Shdngti is God 
(proprih) or, show that M. Visdelou is mistaken. 

Of the famous diagrams which are used in divination he gives the 
following account : — *' It is time to pass on to the production of the dia- 
grams. The (primary) matter divided itself into two, the two divided 
into four, the four into eight, the eight into sixteen, the sixteen into 
thirty-two, the thirty-two into sixty-four ; here it stopped, for there are 
only sixty-four diagrams. This is in fact, a geometrical progression, 
which may be continued ad infinitum. But what is there solid in all 
this ? what is this generation of elements ? And what are the five 
elements which generate and compose all things? Notwithstanding 
two of them, wood and metal, certainly neither of them ever enter into 
the composition of all things, still they believe that they do enter, and 
that so thoroughly, that they even impress some of their qualities upon 
the human soul. For, this is a dogma, received from all the Inter- 
preters, and even from the Ancients, that the five virtues, viz. be- 
nevolence, rectitude, propriety, wisdom and fidelity, spring from the 
five elements ; e. g. benevolence from wood ; rectitude from metaj ; 
and so of the others. How much is there in all this, which only serves 
to estrange the mind from the knowledge of the true God, and of the 
first cause ! The eight diagrams of Fuh-hi merely present to the mind 
eight things; viz, heaven, earth, fire, water of two kinds, mountains, 
and other things of like nature ; but there is not me word about God, 
or the first principle of all things.*' 

Of the immediate principle of all things he says;— '** The Chinese 

philosophers lay it down as an incontestable fact that ihe jive elements^ 

viz, wood, fire, earth, metal and water, are the immediate principles 

* of all things, and that the five genii {shin), who govern them, extend 

their dominion over the dynasties, which ought in turn to possess thie 
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empire of China ; they likewise preside over the five portions which 
(brm the entire heavens, and the five seasons of which the year is 
composed." These Genii are the five shin, who preside over the five 
elements who are styled, Azure Ruler, Vermilion Ruler, Yellow 
Ruler, White Ruler, and Black Ruler. 

While quoting the opinions of others on this subject, I will cite 
again a few passages from Dr. Medhurst's ** China, its State and pros«> 
pects" that were quoted in my Essay ; — "There are in the works of 
the Philosopher (Confucius) some allusions to heaven as the presid- 
ing power of nature, and to fate (H ^^) as the determiner of all 
things, but he does not appear to attribute originality to the one, or 
rationality to the other ; and thus his system remains destitute of the 
main truth which lies at the basis of all truth, viz, the being of a self- 
existent, eternal, all-wise God.'' Again ; "From these expressions about 
"Heaven**, the "Supreme Ruler", and the " principle of order ", 
we might infer that the Chinese had some knowledge of the Ruler of 
the universe, and honored him as such, were we not bafiled by the 
very incoherent manner in which they express themselves, and shock- 
ed at the propensity to materialism which they constantly exhibit" 
Again ; " No first cause " characterises all the sects, and the supreme 
self-existent God, is scarcely traceable through the entire range of 
their metaphysics ; and yet the Chinese manage to combine the appar- 
ently irreconcileable principles of atheism and polytheism. *Gods 
many and lords many' are adopted by every sect, and it is more easy 
to find a god than a man in China. Though they account no divinity 
to-be eternal, yet they discover a god in every thing." 

I quote these words as furnishing important testimony on the point 
now under discussion, and also to afford me an opportunity of com- 
menting on Dr. Medhurst's observations on my quoting from the 
" State and Prospects" in my Essay. Dr. Medhurst had been a stud- 
ent of the Chinese language for twenty years, and was justly consider- 
ed an excellent Chinese scholar at the time that work was written. 
There could be surely therefore no impropriety in quoting from such 
a work. The fact that it was written as Dr. M. alledges, in a po- 
pular style, has nothing to do with the object for which it was quoted, 
which was, to show that the Chinese were polytheists and that they 
did not know any being who is truly and properly God. These are 
facts, which one narrates according to the best of his knowledge and 
belief, whether he writes in a philosophical, or easy flowing popular 
style. Had I quoted this work, on any nice point of Chinese criti- 
-cism, some complaint mighi have been made, but as it is, we think 
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Dr. M's complaint wholly gratuitous. My quoting all Dr. Medhurst'19 
Di^tionjgriea against him has been thought by some, I have bee^ told| 
an unjuftifiahle ad hmi^mem method of arguing ; the reason for doing 
«o I have distinctly statt^d in mjf £ssay. Dr. Medhurst haa a great 
peculiarity for a controversial writer, in not referring to hi9 past wrii*- 
ings, however much he may contradict what he hqs written before on 
the same subject. Of this be has given n>any instances since this 
controversy commenced. His Dictionaries, as J showed in my Essay, 
all render shin^ a god. In a communication addressed to the editor of 
|he Chinese Repositary, dated Shanghai Sept. 14th 1846. (Vol. XVI, 
p. 34) he writes, *' You may say -r^ |^ ^, but that means a god, 
noi the one God. Shin means without doubt the gods, or the beings 
of the invisible world, and not God, the only living and true Jehpvahy 
who made all things.'' In his '' Theology of the Chinese'', written imr 
mediately afterwards, he renders shin alveays^irit,— not ^od, denies 
that it means god, and yet does not refer to either his Dictionaries or 
this lettier, or inform his readers in any way, that he had fbrn^erly, 
yea, so very recently held the opinion he was opposing ; neir doea h^ 
condescend to mention a single re^oa for his change of views. Tki^ 
Mras the rea9on, to inform those who had to study this controversy, of 
this important fact, why I thought it incumbent on me tp quote his 
dictionaries and other writings. If Dr. Medhurst had made his reader^ 
acquainted with these facts, I should have been very glad to hav^ 
been spared the task of doing so ; the facts I thought then, and stilj 
think, too important to the interests of truth, to be unknown. Dn 
Medhurst, I fancy, both thought and wrote much mpre dispassionate^ 
Jy on this subject fifteen years ago, than when penning his *' Theology 
of the Chinese," and his '* Inquiry." He was then shocked with thf 
Chinese materialism, and found the Confucianistsk, and ajil the other 
sects, without a first cause, and counting no divinity eternal. In his 
''Theology of the Chinese" at p. 82 et seq., because he finds thv^ 
primordial substance which dividing itself into its purer and gfos^qr 
parts produced heaven and oarth, called '* the ^ — ^, supre^ne; one, 
and the great extreme, which inchiding t^iree, consists of one," i. e. 
Heaven, earth and man, which make one uaiverae, he r^oices '' that 
the Divine Being has not left himself without a witne9S in this dark 
land 1 thinks the Chinese must have derived these ideas hy traditiona- 
ry knowledge froDff the sons of Noah, and remarks that the phrape *' in- 
cluding three consists of one " seems to bear some allusion to the 
mysterious Doctrine of the Trinity, which may have been derived by 
tradition from the Patriarchal age " He afterwards doubts the cor< 
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rettness of thb hypothesis, but could not bring himaelf to biot onl 
what he bad written. The extreme improbability, that the Patriircht 
were ac<|u«inted with the myalerious mode of eubnstence of the Di« 
vine Beings we should sappoee would have deterred any one from re^ 
garding such a supposition ; bat Dr. Medhttrst wis at that time oar<» 
ried away with the idea of proving that 8kan§^i was the true Godj 
Most persons will, I think, agree with me, that if the Chinese in their 
high antiquity really derived a knowledge of the doctrine of the Tri'^ 
nity by tradition fifom the Patriarchs, they must hate had a much bet<* 
ter and fuller tradition of what the faith of the Patriarchs whb than vi^ 
have in the Bible, for oertainiy no man can deduce the doctrine of the 
Trinity from the Pentateuch, or $hew from it that the Patriarchs hel4 
this doctrine. We Uiink this a striking instance to show the impor-^ 
tance of our being acquainted with the mood in which Dr. Medhurst 
is, and the point he is proposing to prove at the time he is writing, 
. to enable us to ibrm a just estimate of the value of any opinioir 
advanced by him. We have in this instance a clear statement of rhe very 
miterialism which shocked Dr. Medhurst when he wrote his " State 
and Prospects of ChWia.'* In the passage quoted by Dr. M. from the 
Li Kiy or Book of Rites, the k'% ^, primordial substance, is comrider* 
ed as the great extreme, or ftrst principle, instead of Li ]^* which is 
frequently^ perhaps most frequently, so regarded ; and yet Dr. Med- 
hurst rejoices at the knowledge of God there displayed. 

The difficulties in the way of regarding the Chinese Shdngti as en- 
titled to be called God (propria) are, to my mind insuperable. 

l$t, I have never seen any assertion^ produced from any Chinese 
writer, that states his self-«xistence from eternity. Dr. Medhurst ad- 
mits in his " Inquiry" p. 5, that he has never found such a passage^ 
but seeks to do away with the effects of this fatal admission on Shdngti* s 
claim to be regarded as truly and properly God, by adding that " we 
nowhere meet with d single passage which speaks of his origin." But 
this surely is not enough. Self-existence from eternity is not such a 
matter-of-course appendage to a Ruler, that it must, if writers only 
keep silence about it, be inferred. This is an inadmissible escape 
fi'om the proof manifestly demanded of a point essential to the support 
of the cause of Shdngti. It amounts to this, nobody has predicated 
t his of Shdngti, therefore we will infer it ; or in other words, as the 
point is essential to us, we will beg the question. But to this we can 
not con sent. The Chinese may never have conceived of, or spoken 
of any being or thing as existing (Vom eternity, in which case the in- 
ference would be against the (^supposition that they regarded Shdngti 

/ 
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as self-iexistent from eternity. Or, they may have conceived of, and 
spoken of, eternally existing principles, and not mentioned Shangti 
among them; in which case the inference against 8hdugti*s selP^xis- 
tence from eternity would be ten-fold stronger. This last is the fact ; 
the Chinese have speculated about eternally-existing first principles, 
but Shdngti is not mentioned among them. These principles are tdu 
1^ and /i ^|, which are the same, i. e. the primitive Reason, destiny, 
fate, " which neither wills nor wishes, plans nor makes,'' and JCi ^9 
the primordial substance, which " can settle and collect together* 
make and do." 

2d. In regard to the making of the heavens and the earth, Chinese 
writers are not silent They do not regard heaven and earth as eter- 
nal ; they are made, and made in time ; but Shdngti had nothing to 
do with the making of them. Take as an instance the account given 
in the 49/* section of CMtfutsz^s Entire Works, of the making of 
heaven and earth. The eternally-existing principles are Li ^ and 
JTi ^ He sometimes calls Li the Tax kih, Great Extreme, and 
sometimes K*i. 

" Li neither wishes nor plans nor does, @ ill |pE ^f^ ^ |P^ 
^ ^ ^ 3^ f^ ; ** it is without form or trace, it can not make or 
do an, thing"; g ^ ^ fife $P i^; # 5t f^ ; but X'i it he 
affirms, as I said above, ** Can settle and collect together, make and 
do." " Ki can ferment and settle and generate things." ^ ^|j 
j^ |fi ^ ^ ^ >^ ^ ^. The K't or primordial substance he 
views under the two aspects of Yin and Yang, i. e. as passive or 
active. Of the Yin k\ or primordial substance, which has vis iner- 
ti<B, Kwei ^ is the ling ^ spirit, or p'cA 6^ anima: and of the 
Yang lei or primordial substance which moves, or is active. Shin 
is the ling |^ spirit, or hwan 2% soul, animus. 

From these materials how are heaven and earth made? This 
primordial substance, so informed by Skin and Ktoei, commenced revol- 
ving : but I will give the account of the actual making of the heavens 
and the earth in Chiifulsz*s own words, closely rendered. ^ ^ 

H^ II >iF>^^h't Minium fi!^4^^ 

Wi ^ ^ '^ T^ " ^" ^^^ beginning of heaven and eartli there 
only was the Yin^ned and Ydng-ed Ki (i. e. the primordial substance 
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bf which wc predicate yin ind ydng, or passiritjr and activity), 
^his oae primordial substance (IcH) rerolved, grinding roiand apd^ 
roond. When the gHndiiig became rapid^ then Was pressed together' 
much sediment : in the indide, ther^ b^ing no place for it |6 ^ out^ 
it was collected together, and became the earth in the centre. Th€ ' 
ftiiet part of th^ primordial sUb^tancie then became the heavens, and tbd 
sun, moon and stars, which externally around (i» e. the earth) constant^ 
ly revolved. The earth is m the middle at rest ; it is not below." 

This scheme of the generation of all things is by no meaiii peculiar 
po Chu-futsz'; he derives it from the Vih King, the source from 
which an the literati derive their views on this subject, and who db ndC 
therefore differ much from Chu-fiitsz' in their interpretation. To 
show the concurrence of other distinguished Chinese writers in hi* 
yiews of cosmogony, I will quote a few paragraphs from a paper by 
Mr. Qutzl^, in the Chinese Repository, Vol« III., p. 55. 

*<Tbe account given by the Chinese of the mVthi»lngical era is less extra*^ 
vagant than that given by^any other nation, though comprising according tq 
^me writers a period of many thousands of years, like the Indian kulpas. Inf 
assigning a canse of the existence of the world they are ffrcatly at a lossi 
^norttmt as they are of Mc true Qod^ they are carried away by their imaginan 
lions, and speak of a cause capable of moving inert matter by which the male 
and fbmale principles, Y&ng iind Vin, were eafled into being, whose contlAu^t 
revolutions produced heaven and eertlK l^or thi^they are * wiihout excase,^ 
though they never read that, * in the beginning God created the heaven an4 
the earth ;' but if, after hearing of his wondrous works, they den^ the. Author 
of tfteir being, the Creator of the universe, they will be found still more guilty 
at his bar. The Roman Calhdiics.have repeai.edly given them th account of 
the creation of the world, hut they have rejected this reasonable doctrine 
with disdain, and continue to believe ii< the absurd vonlheism of the Yang and! 
Yin. f n geography and astronomy, they have condescended to be instructed 
by foreifinerst bat to the science of all sciences, the knowledge of the Divine 
Being, thev as a nation, have never ^ven their attention. 

** Hwai Nan-tsz', a celebrated Chinese author, diSCoursmg upon cosmo- 
gony says, Heaven wa$ fbrmless, an utter chaos, and the whole mass' was 
nothing but confusion ; Order was first produced in the pure ether ; out of the 
dure ether, the universe came forth ; the universe produced Uie air; the krr 
Ihe milky way. When the pure male principle, Y&ng, had been diluted; it 
formed the heavens. The heavy and thick part coagulated and formed the 
earth. The refined particles united very soon, but the union of those that 
were thick dnd heavv went oh very slowly; therelm the heavens came in- 
to existence first, and the earth afterwards. From the subtle essence of hea« 
ven and earth, the dual principles, Yang and Vin were formed. The joint 
operation ctf Vang and Ym prodttced the four seasons ; and the fonr season.^ 
putting for^h their jjenerative power, gave birth to. all the products of the 
earth. The warm air of the Yang, being condensed, produofid fire ; and the 
fSntet parts of fire fbrmed the son. The cold air of the Yin,' being likewise 
eondeiiBed produced water, and thet finest ptrts of the w:atery substance form* 
ed the moon. By the seminal influence of the sun and moon, the stars were^ 
formed. Henven was adorned with sijn mooq and stare ; the earth has re* 
deived rain, riversj and dUst'* .^ 
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^Thii ir perhaps," aays Mr. Gutzlfi^ **theino8t^tioQA| theory of cnsonH 
gony the saifes or China have been able to furnish. ^ The. orthodox creed taken 
from ^ Yih Kxttg, teaches nothing but absurd matmalism. ' Heaven operate*, 
lilarth produces, and all thiiigs cume into esnsteooe^ "&€. 8aE^ts£^fell lim tlial 
* all that has shapc,t heaven aiid earth included, was prcxjiuc^d ^y "Something 
shapeless^ and that the visible world was produced by successive revolutions? 
The Wk-yun Lih-nien ki is still more curious in its theory. ' When the pri* 
roeval vapors and ether germinated^ there was a comBtencement of tkii^a$ 
heaven and earth were separated; the male and female principles came into 
existence ; the Yang scattered the primeval ether, the Vin conceived, and man 
was produced by their union. The ^&xt born was Pwiinki)). At the approach 
of death, his body was transformed: his breath was changed into winds and 
clouds ; his voice into tliunder ; his left eye into the sun, and his ri^ht into 
the moon ; his limbs became the four regions (poles) ^ his blood and serinri 
rivers ; his sinews and arteries, the earth's surface ; his flesh fields ; his , beards 
the stars ; his skin and hair, herbs and trees ; his teeth and bones, metals and 
h>ck8 ; his fine marrow, pearls and precious stones ; his dropping sweat, rain ; 
and (he insects yjhkh stii/ck to his body beaau: people,^ 

. These several schemes will be found to vary donsiderably from each 
other in details ; but they, and till the Schemes of cosmogony I have 
ever seen from the pen of Chinese writers, agree in being entirely 
godless. No "conscious mind, itself self^xistent," creating the primary 
matter, or even out of chaotic matter,, producing order by the forr 
mation of the heavens and the earth. The following short expression 
of the doctrine of the Yih King is that in which probably all the 
literati would agree. It is from the 49th section of Chu-futsz's 
entire works. 

" All things, the four seasons and the five elements, come only 
from the Great Extreme (t'di kih). The Great Extreme is the 
primordial substance (k^i) wbich, moving along, divided and made 
two k*i; that which in itself has motion is the Yang, and that which 
had rest, or vis inertitB, is the Yin. It (the k"%) divided and madfe 
the five elements. It also further divided ^nd ma.de til things.'! 

This is the same scheme of making all things, as thai referred to in 
t¥e Li Kiy quoted by Dr Medhurst and commented on just above. If 
this be the doctrine of '' the learned" on this 8uJ[)}ect, they must be 
ignorant of the true God, for if Shangti stood quietly by and permitted 
the Yin and Ydng to grind on until heaven and earth and all things 
were made, we can not regard him as God (proprih) : and if he did flDt^ 
exist at that time as an idle spectator; he is not self-existent from eter- 
nity ; and this is equally fatal to his claim to.be regarded astrqly and 
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pr<»pef ly 6o4 : If. the Chinese weri! eacicely silent iibout. thetnutkiiig of 
heave^rand eardi, and elearly asserUd Sh/6.n§ti*s seff'ftxistauefrom 
eUrnify^ it m^ht with,9oi^e more show of propriety be inferred tha^ 
^e wh^rufes over all thingSf, iqiuft have made all things-^heaTen and 
earth include() \^ the^ 'all thin^'*--btu it would have be^. a mere inr 
ferieoce f;ai;rying mo .^^nviction along with it ; but as the case is, there 
is no room left for such an inference: Shdngti is not mentioned 
among the eternally-existing principles that are spoken of, and the 
making of the heavens and the earth is assigned to the Yin Yang chi 
i'i 1^ 1^ ^ ^ the primordial substance of which Yin and Yang 
,are»predicated. 

If it be asked, why does * not the cosmogony of Confucius in the 
Yih\King, ih?Li of Chii'fttitsz\ and, of all, the Confucianists ascribe 
the nuking of heavea and earth to ^^dn^/i, I answer, the reason is, 
I fancy,; that th^y 39 identify heaven an^ earth with Shdngti, in theii: 
minds, that it would be to them like making a being the cause of itself; 
^nd,a3. they never. regarded heaven as eternally existent, and looke<i 
upon^A4n^^i^nd JSeaven as ^h,e same being, they never conceive^ 
of i9^a^^^ as iself-existent. Whether this be the reason oriiot, it 
seems certaip that none of jth^m inscribe the making of the heavens and 
the eartl^ to Shdngti. I can not believe in the existence of a tradi* 
tional knowledge of God among a people, who had forgotten this 
fundament^ fact, t^at God was their. Creator — at least their Maker, 
fnd that of the world they liv^ in.^. If Shdngti is neither ^elf-existent,, 
nor eternal, nor the. maker of the heavens and the earth, what then, it 
will be asked, is asserted of him, on which his claim to be considered 
as Vttty and proporly God is founded ? . 

* Th€^ %t sentecMi^e .q\fqt,eji ^y Dr. Legge is, ''The.ipajestic God 
(Shdiigti)^eonfiiTM tti&' just medium of perfect virtue on the lower 
peopW*'' In thiswhole investigation nothing is more puzzling than 
^e predicating words which indicate intellectual and moral qualities 
6f things whiclr we regard as devoid of both: from our habits of 
thought and modes of expression, we can sarceJy avoid regarding the 
naines of tl^e things which have such qualities predicated of them 
ihetaphbrically, while the Chinese on the contrary feel no difficulty 
at. all, and nse them in their strict $nd appropriate sense. Take, for 
instance, the words just quoted, " the just medium of perfect virtue :" 
this, in Chinese, is called the uni chdng 3f, il^,^^^ cardinal virtues, 
which are given as follows: jin, i, /i, chi, sin, 'fc ^ )^ ^ fg ' 
Viz., benevolence, rectitude, propriety, wisdom, and fidelity. From 
these five cardinal virtues, both men and things, jin wuh, 
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Ahtain tt chei^ gen^ratien sang ^, atid tkas^ OAnstitiite^eir iiAg 
^; nature, and this nV^^ ia etplained to be H^^ which^ts on^ 
t)f the two efernally-^isteiit principles, out of which heaven, earth; 
Wen, and alt things were made. We have seen ftom M. Visdelou 
above, that these five cardinal virtues are derived from the five ele- 
ments, viz , woodj metal, 6ic, What a strange mixture have we here ! 
Things {wuh) have by nature, benevolence, rectitude, propriety* 
wisdom and fidelity, and these moral qualities are derived firom wood, 
metal, dec. 

V. In the Yik King the matter is thus stated : " One Yin and one Ydng 
is called tdu ^ ; the connection of these two constitutes goodness ; 
the perfection of them constitutes sing tit, nature.^* 

Of these terms, the commentators give the following explanation^. 
** The ceaseless revolutions of the Yin and Ydng refer to the k\* 
the primary air of M. Visdelou, and what we have rendered above, 
primordial substance. 

\ The (/i) order in which these revolve, or fate which determines 
their revolutions — is called TViti, the primitive Reason of M. Visdelou: 
Another writer says, *' Tau has no voice nor form, and is invisible; 
that by which men act is Tdu, Reason. One Ft« and one Ydng are the 
7Hu of heaven and earth ; things (u^ti A) are by this generated, {sang 
J^(ind perfected." 

• " The word " goodness " in the phrase, ** the connection of these 
constitutes goodness," is explained to be the work of transforming and 
nourishing things, " which is the businesaof the Ydng^ the moving or 
active primordial substance." 

The word sing *J5^ nature, is thus explained : ^4 i§ ^ /^ jRIT 

"Nature means that which things (men included) receive. It meana 
that when thioga are ^ simg^ generated, they have sing^ nature, andr 
that eafch ^ng ia so . arranged^ is owing ta Tau, an4 is the business 
of the Yin^ the non-moving, w passive primordial substance," This* 
j^, nature, is also explained by the character 3® /i Put aU to,- 
ge^ber, and it amounts to this: men and thinga obtain ^ X;*i, and, 
thus they have M Ung, form ; they obtain /% and thua they have ^ 
sing^ nature. 

,: The great question is, what seta thb primary substance^ A:'l, in mo*» 
lion ? If you answer Tdi kih, then what is Tdi kik 1 Tdildh is 
j^i, Tdi kik is Tdu, Tdi kih is Ki: A most vicious circle, from; 
which theri? is no escapeu 
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. If yod say, "Heaven confers this nature,"* the ^ ^, the celestial 
decree ik inerely /i or Ydtt. If yon say, ShAngH confers this nature, 
ShdngH i» Heaven, and so you. run round the circle again. No won* 
der that Dr. Medhurst found hinaself " baffled by the very incoherent 
knanoer in which they eitpress themselves, and shocked at the pro^ 
pensity ta materialism which they constantly exhibit.''* 

* I shall throw together in a note here the proofs of all I hare advanced in 
the text, and give the Chinesei characters along with the translation. These 
extracts are aU from the 49th section of Chd-fttsz's works, the whole of which 
section is devoted to the consideration of Lf and K(. ' 

1 ** This Great Extreme is merely Lf, the principle of order." Ht ;ffi ^^. 

2. ^^This character tia |g i* the Great Extreme of the Tih King, or Book, 
of Diagrams. One is the odd number, and belongs to the active primordial sttb- 
stanc«%6ng); two is the even namber, and beloiigs to the passive primordiaj 
substance (Vin) ; three is the odd number and even, added together. When it 
is said two produced (sang ^ ) three, it means that two and one make three. 
If we merely consider one as there is no need to say fbrtker 
that Reason (T4u) produced a extinguisher upon the idett 

of a first Cause in the Yih -.p|J J^ ]C ^ ^o"^ 

3. " AU things, the four se »nts, only from the Great Ej- 
tfeme come. The Great Extreme is mereltf a Kij a primotdial substance.'' 

* 4. "The Great Extreme is Lf— the principle of order; it is the actSve-passiv* 

primordial substance viz., k»i." ^ ^ j^ ^ ^ f|^^ "ffi- 

5. " The Great Extreme is not a separate individual thing ; if we spedt of it 
with respect to the Yin-y^ng— active-passive primordial substance, then it is m 
t^ Yin-yAng; ifwith re^jpect to the ftve elements, it is in the five elements ; 
if with respect to all things, then it is in ajl things ; it is merely a Li pnnciple 
of order (i.e. inherent in all things.) Because it goes to the extreme (of every- 
" " ' ih it is predicated), it is called Tai AriA, the Great Extreme.* 
ia air idea of its being a first cause distinct from Ll and Ki, 
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( Frpm the inability to prxxiuce any proof ttuit 7*'tefi, ot JShAf^igti, 
pindu^^ ^^^, heavenfi and the eurjLh, recourse,, is had tp paw^e^ 
whi^re lieaven is said to goi^erate all tilings, and ''all things are saicl 
10 com^ fro[)i Shdngti, as men frpia their parents/' B«t the Qhiaes^ 
phrase hpre U9ed, |^ ^ win w^h, pever includes, ftccqrdipg to the 

■ ■ ■ * ■■. . ■■ ■■■ ; ■., 1,1 : . ■ ,. ■ I ■ ,1.1 

6. *^ Should any one ask an explanation of the assertion that the principle of 
order (U) exists first, and the primordial substance (k() afterwards ; I answer 
^ere is no need to speak thus : but now that we know they are united, wlqether 
the U was first, and afterwards the Ki, or the Li afterwards, and Kf first, all 
^his is a matter into which we can not search ; but should we endeavor to ibrm 
some idea of it, then we may suppose th«t (ki) the prin^rdial substance relies 
up^n (U) the principle of order, when it acts, so that whenever the primordial 
ful)stance js collected, there (li) th* principle of order is present: for the pri- 
mordial substance (k{) can coagulate and collect, act and make, but the prin- 
ciple of order (l() neither wishes, nor plans, nor does j but where the primor- 
dial substance Y^€) coagulates and collects, the (l() principle of order is in it. 
Just as between heaven and earth (i. e, in the world), men and things, gfasst 

of thehi re<{uire a seed, 
^) from nothing be ge- 
Bobstance (Jcf), i . e . the 
incipje of order (li), it 
in not make or do. any- 
i SiXid generate things.** 

tM a s g 

4t Soli it ^offfi ^ ft„ p, iit ^ ® .1 fejs i|g 



mitive] Reason (tdu) which is inherent in materia! bodies, and is the root Qf 
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usus lo^umdi of Chinese writers, the heavens 9ud the earth ; and this 
I5/, because ^ ^ /^ ^ t*ien ti wan wuh is us^ as a periphrasis 
tor the uQiverse, but 2d, aad still more coo^usively, beoa«se the gOv 
Iteration of all things, ^ J^ mt sung w&m touh is througiiont the 
Yih King and all the Confucian classics^ consttoily referred to ^ ^ 



their generation (or the principle from whicli they emanate). The prim^diiA 
labstance (H) is the material — the substance out of which things are fireneratr 
•d. Hence, when men and things are generated, they must received this Ify 

(emanation from the primitive Reason), and then they have Ml Wn^,i)ature; 

they must receive this ki (primordial substance), then they have king IJ^ form." 

zt^M^M.BmTZ^^^±mt^^ 

8. "Thatwhic ing. And what 
is called the T is only in the 
Great Extreme. ibove the Yin* 
ydng, a separate at Extreme, it 

mcorrect." f . ^ 1 1 1^ 

9. " The meaning of the Great Extreme just is, the extreme point of the prin- 



/l»T' 
of the heaven and the earth, When the primordial substance was all united in one 

mass; these propositions we also feir have no basis." -rr 2^ ■/ ^S 
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iUtHii, heavefi and earth; e. g, to th6 ¥ih King we read, utider th^ 
$fe ^ diigraia, A ^ ^ 7C S ^ j| fe " »^^ gr««t is thi 
origkiating virtue of lieat^n ; all things re<^tre their cotnmehoem^t 
^m U r And agaiii, under the ^ diagram, 31 ^ i^ % M 1^ 
,^ ^ " how great is the originating rhrtoe of earth ; all things receive 
their birth (or consummation) from it !** On these two sentences, M. 
Visdelou thus remarks : •'^ Hence it is that Heaven is called by the 
CMnese the Father of all things, who gives the commei^cemeot to all ; 
- — - ' - — _-_______«__»___^ 

t.^^r^m.tMmzMMmr^'mz^ 
*^ n ;k ^oii ^ 3*> 1 ^ jg^oXi-^^ «j * ^: 

10. *^If it be inqmired what is meant when we read in the Book of Re- 
cordp» subh 8ente;ncef as the following, viz, that Shangti confers tkt virtuous 
nature on the people ;* that *■ Heaven is about to impose great duties on man ;* 
that, * Heaven to protect the people makes for them princes ;' that, *■ Heaven 
having produced things treats them according to their capacity ;' that, *• upon 
those who do good it sends down a hundred felicities, and upon those who do 
ill it sends down a hundred calamities ;' that, * when Heaven is about to sen^ 
(down some uncommon calamity, it first produces an uncommon man to deter-, 
mine, it :' in expressions of this kind, is it meant that above the azure heavens; 
there reall;^ is a Ruler who acts thus ? or is it that Heaven has no mind ? (i. e^ 
bo cdntfollin^ mind so that things happen by chance }) or is it merely, if we 
seek the origm (or cause) that according to the principle (law) of order* (£i) it 
is thus ? I answer, these three points have but one meaning. Viz.,, according tA 

the principle of order (/f) i. e, the eternal fitness of things— destiny, fate ^it is 

thus. In the revolutions of the primordial substance hitherto, fulness has always 
been sncceeded by' decline, and after a period <^ decline there has been one of 
fulness, just as if things were caused to go round in a circle. There never has 
been a period of decline that was not followed by one of fulness." 

^o^^mmp'^z KBmz.ji^^m.^-^ 
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itvjd that the 6arth is named tlie Mothcri wba nourtshaci, nurses, pcr- 
fe<^ts an4 Gonsummates aU things^ however they can not be eitheit 
the one or the other, the {done, or the first prtiiciple of all things; and 
besides, as we' have already said, the' absolute first principlci is the 
grand summit, t'di^sih, which generated the heaTea3 and the earth. 
In the table of Fah^i, there is no misntion in liny part of It of a first 
principle of all thin^f nevertheless^ niany interpreters formerly took 
heaven for the grand summit, tH kiki ^<i especially its virtue kien 
j^ ; no doubt, because heaven is the most grand, moste/evufatf ofaU 
bodies, and because in it the power and Splendor of the first priuciple 
most shines forth." ' 

' ^'Heaven and earth uniie, and %^ <^^» vmh, all things ar^ 
-produced." '^ Heaven and eahli tiourish ^y^n^, all things ]j||^ 
<w6Ln wiihJ' '^Heaven arid eahH exert their infiuendes, and all things 
"^ ^ «^w «^*> ^J*® g^nerated.^' ** Fit^, you have heaven and earth',^ 
and then all things are genlerateci, ^ ^ -^ wdn wn^ sfingr 
V Heaven and earth are the Fathef and Mother ^f all things ^ J|ft 
^ ^ ^ ^ |B-."* We niust not suppose that heaven and earth 
are here ust^l merely by metonomy for the producing power, because 
^each does its part. We read ^ — ^ ^b >T^ ^^ ^^^ ^^^ shwtX 
'* heaven is one, and generated water ; earth is two^ ^H ^ 4C ^^^ 
generated fire. We also meet with the phrase T^ ifil ij^ it ^ ^ 'Cj^ 
y the heart (wish or disposition) of heaven and earth is to generate 
things." This is one of the instances in which we are quite thrown 
out by what I mentioned above—rthe , predicating intellectual and 
moral qualities of material, physical objects. The first thought on 
reading this sentence is, that the words he(ivenr and ec^rtfi must be un* 
derstood metaphorically; but if we will take the trouble to look up 
the native comment, we shall find that the expr^on is resolved into 
the famous word h ^: e. g. PM-fqtsz' gives the following ex- 
planation of the 7C i4 ^ ^ti^« ^^ heart of heaven and earth- 

ms. ISM 4 m 1 ± f a t^j^ 0f m i ^ *, 
$m Ji to^ ^ .6 ^h^^^m M.m ^y m % m 

j(j|. "Should any one ask whether in the phrases, the * heart of heavah 
and earlh/ and * the (/i) principle of order of heavett and earth,' if ibe 
^character li does not mean tauTu principle, and sin, heart, mean Ru1#^; 
J ^nsvyer, heart certainly has the meaning of Ruler, but \Htat we call 

5 
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Rdier; k >i8t Ma li, i. e. the princi^ of order \\i\t not, ikflt fateUtf 
tiie heart thefeis thfw ii, prbioiple oforder.or btflidoi tkU /I, (^kieifl4 
6f order, thens b a heart'^ 

^ And spin the FtA £Hi^r» «^i»n we fead lint ^ ^ X ^ ^ 
^ il!i ^^ ^ '' ^^ f^^^ "*^ *^i^ ii9aveh Und eartk imit^ 
his virtue,^ we fancy hearen «nd:«anh nuMt be used metaphdrkallji 
but tbe w>oy4 ** titn ^ heanren, " in ilie pbrase ** h^aiien'and parUi'f 
refers, tlie commentotofr expi^asly tells ue^ *' to kslbrm and 8ubstanee.<Y 
He d^ says, tlie virtue m wMeb beanrcn weti earth Md the greatinan 
smite, b SHme. 

The generation of all things is also ascribed to the yin aad yffM§^ 
4o the ^ ^ iprh k'i, the'^wo priroardial svbotanees, which are the 
Ipame as Dhe yin «nd ymg, miit»\l^'^^ p^^ king, the liwe ei€f. 
IB«»As. While the geneiratioo lOf all thiogp is 4hii8. ascribed <o so 
vfkmy dififerent agents, Uie genpnating of ^be heaven? aad^he ^rth b 
nev^ ascribed io SAdngti, Thip generation howevei\ ip as^ibed to 
Yin Yang fiU k*i; as for inptance in the Ibllowing ^. jjk 4Af^ 

^^th are onl^ a thing or ^reaMire of the Ym iand Ydmg ; jthey are wha^ 
;jthe Finked and Fd^-ed «*», (i, e the primprdid sfibstanpe of which 
fwe predicjlEite Yin and Ydngy activity aad passivity) generated oi old." 
To pursue this argument from the Chinese cosmogony aqy farther, 
we think useless. What Cudworth maintains is necessary to con- 
stitute imperfect theism, is certainly the minimum that we could 
,cons^nt, should be used as a test to prove whether tSidngti is truly 
and properly God or not. That he can meet the requirements of this 
test is not pretended on ShdngtVs behalf by Dr. Medhurst, as we have 
seen, and I am persuaded can not be shown from the Chinese classics 
t)y any one. So far from proving l^hmgti to be God (propria) he 
can not, judging from all that is predicated of him, (as far as I am in- 
formed,) be shown to be even a Demiurge. And to this assertion I beg 
to call Dr. Legge's attention particularly. 

. If Dr. Legge gives up the point ot Shingl'ifs self-eicistenc^ from 
eternity, he can not abandon that of bis having made the heavens and . 
f the earth, and still maintain that he is ** God over all, blessed for ever,'* 
(without the greatest inconsistency. This last point he must prove, 
/or, if he fails to make it good, we must regard Shdngti as one of those 
^ods, whose doom was long ago announced by the prophet : ** The^ 
Kods that have not made the heavens and the earth, even they shall 
^perish from the earth, and firom under these heavens." Jer. x. U. . 
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- Beiibre Hkiftg odr l^ve 6f this t>6itit, I e«ill ne»t refriiin from qnotihg 
soma exeeli^nt adnee whi<sh M. Vi^km ghred to thoae whomaintaiA * 
tMt th« ChiaeM afe tr^dlfipierd of the tfue God. H« ^yt :--- 

•*The Chiiieif are o^rMihly in adtratMie of mher iiaCk>M in the cai^ iind' 
accuracy with which they have written their bittoriea. Beaidee w|iat we^ 
call history in (general, they write aUo particular historical accounts of all 
things, amongst which reliifiofi holds the chief place. 

•" Kach dyiumty boaseetea a history Of its religion. Thua it wHl not be 
difficult, instead of vainly disputing about their canonical books and about 
deuched portions of pasaaffes, to gather from history, a decided opinion con- 
cD^nin^ the religion of each diriiasty, and finally to decide if Che religion of 
the Chmese be thef religion of the true God" 

If we acton this sviggestion of M. VisdeloM, and test Skdngti's claim 
to be regarded as the true God by the hiaCorical account of the reli«> ; 
gioiis worship of each dynasty, the coaviction produced on our .minds ; 
that "the iSf^ilit^/i of the Chinese people " is not the Being we call 
God, ia aa decided as that derived trom A conaideratioA of th^ir Cne^; 
mogony. For an account of the objects worshiped in the Chau^ 
dynlsty B. G. 1100^ I totist beg leare to refer the reader to my. 
** Esiay," pj). 14, 15, 32, 33, 34. 

In his " taqairy,'' p. 44, Dr. Medhurat gives the followifig account, 
of the worship of the pteaent dynaaty : ** At the great sacrifice by • 
t-ie rulefs of the present dynasty, at the period of the winter solstice/ 
an altar is elevated at the southern aide of the Capital, of a round. 
form, three atories hJgh, the top of which, or the principal place of 
honor, is intended for the ahrlne of Shdngti or Ti; having the shrines' 
of the Imperial Ancestors arranged on the right and left hnitd; while= 
those of the attendant sAtn, such as the spirits presiding ov^r the sun,' 
moon and stars, clouds, wind and rain, are placed on the second story,, 
arid are hoWof^ with M^ium sacrifi<iei When the i^acrifice is to 
take place, the shrine of i9Wi/i^^i is escorted to the high altar; and. 
While the fumes of iocens^ are ascending, the emperor greets the 
approach of the shin oir spirit of J%: after which he ascends the steps, 
and in the presence of Shdngti and of the imperial aaoestors, offers 
inoense with three kneeling^ and nine prostrations : this done, he goes 
toward^ theshrine of the imperial ancestors, arranged on eaoh side of 
the high altar, aiid offers incense with three kiieelings and nine 
pirostr^tiona. The sim6 ceremonies ai'e gone through with regard to 
the offerings, which are first presented before the shrine of Shdngtf, 
and then before those dedicated to the. Imperial Ancestors. /Vl^henf 
th^ service is completed, the spirit of Ti is escorted on ita departure, 
by music, and th6 shriue conducted to the temple, where it is deposit « 
ed as before." 
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It will be observ€4 her^, that the ^respeot shown to the imperial an. 
cestors ie as grea^ as that shown to ^h^ngii,, nptttiog but pf ecedenoe > 
being given to him. Th<»y are elevaud to the same height, an4. 
they, as well as Shdngii^ have tnoense offered tothem» and are saluted 
\tith " three kne^lings and nine prostrations.*' If (the emperor had = 
any, even the slightest, knowlege of the self*exidtcnt Being who is^ 
i'God over all," could he thus elevate his deceased ancestors, the 
niere creatures of this Being, to equal rank and honors with him ? 

To illustrate further the Chinese worshipi we refer also to a paper on 
" the State Religion of China ** from the pen of Dr. Morrison. This 
paper was communicated by him to the Chinese Repository ip 1634, 
ailer he had enjoyed intimate intercourse with the Chinese people ' 
aild the officers (^government for twenty*six or seven years. 
•• ** The Chinese have no generic name for relig[ion. The word ifeuiUv'^hieh 
means to teach, or the tilings taujgflit, doctrine or instruction, is indeed applied - 
hy them to the religious sects or Tau and Budha, as well as to the ethical 
■ect of Cortfuchis. But they do not apply it to Me SUtU Relif(ton ; ^r that 
does not consist of doctrines which are to be taught, learned and beUeved,' 
butof rites and ceremonies. It is entirely a bodily service, which, how- 
ever, tacitly implies the belief of some opinions; though to have correct 
opinions according to some prescribed rule or articles of faith, forms no psrt 
of the system. The state religion, as pratHced by the Court of Peking and by* 
the Provincial ffovernments is contained in the code of lawa called Ti'tsint^, 
Jtwtd'tun and in the Tet'dsing lAuh-ti under the head ti, rules of propriety and 
decorrnn^ or rites and ceremonies, and in the subordinate division tai-st^*- 
sacrifices and offerings. From these two works we shall briefly specify ; 1st, the, 
persons or things to whom these sacrifices are presented, or the objects of 
governmental worship ; 2d, the ministers or priests who offer these sacrifices,- 
and the preparation required of them for the performance of this reHiffious » 
service ; 3d, the sacrifices and offerings, the times of presenting them and the 
ceremonies accompanying them ; and 4th, the penalties for informality, or 
defective performance of the state religion." 

*^ First, we are to speak concerning the obj^ts of worship, qir things to. 
which sacrifices are ofiered. These ar^ ehidty ihinigB^ although persons are, 
also included. The state sacrifices are divided mto three classes ; first, the' 
f& tt\ or great sacrifices'; second, the dninft 4tz\ or medium sacrifices; and/ 
third, the 9uiu n\ or little sacrifices. These last are also denpminated 
kiun ia\ the crowd or herd of sacrifices ; the word Arttin, a floclc of sheep, 
being used as a noun of multitude. In the following list, the Ist^ 3d, 9Ai and 
4th, are the objects or classes of objects to which the great aacrifiees are. 
cfTered ; from the 5th to the 13th are those to which the medium sacrifices, 
are ofiered ; those of the 14th and onward^ have right only to th^little sacri- 
fices. 

1. T^itn^ the heavens or sky. This, object of woi^hip is otherwise called 
th^ azure heavens ; and kuf&ng k^unfc yii, * thj9 imperial concave expanse.* 
' d. 7^ tlie earth. This, like the heavens, is dignified with the ejnthet im-^ 
perial. . v 

3. T^ot miau *the great temple ' of ancestors* This title is used to in- 
clude all tibe tablets contained therein dedicated to the manes, or shades of 
the deceased emperors of the present dynasty. This triad of titles, <*teit^ ti^ 
Cai mlduy always placed together on a levet in^ respeqt 9f 4ignily at the 



Digitized by 



Google 



Difenst of: an Essay^ tft\ W 

^nd iacHficeff, ure ako worabiped apart The lin^ oi^ ccdtimfia »f Chineflb 
churactera being read from top to bottom, dignity is always denoted by the 
heijrht of the title, which correspondi in some degree to our use of capital 
letten* Infecionty of rank or diffii^y ia marked, by the title being pleoedi 
one or more characters, lower. Heaven^ earth and ancestors, q» objidt ^f^ 
worahip oftqual dignity, are placed on a level, and one or more characters, 
liigher than other objects, as the sun, tnodn, sttn^ ^c. An idea of thia may 
be conveyc^i to the reader by the position of the words ip lines, ihus; — r 

Heaven, Earth, Ancestors, ; 

Sun, mbon, stars, &c. 

4. SkU Wht the ^a of the land and grain ; these are the special patcona: 
of each existing dynasty, and generally located in the fourth place. 

ft. Jih, the sun, called also tci ming, the great light 

6. Yueh, the moon, ealled also yi mingy the night light 

7. 7>i«n tot H w6ag* the manea of the emperors and kiaga of fonnier agei^ 
' 8. ^n sz* K^wigUZy thie ancient master, Confbcius, d&c, dLc. 

** From this specimen it is apparent that in the Chinese state religion, the^ 
Bmteiial ontverse, as a whole, and in detail, is woivhiped ; and Huil subordin- 
ate thereto, they have gods celestial and terrestrial, a^id ghosts infernal ; thai, 
they worship the work of their own hands', not only as images of persons 
OP things divine, but hiiman workmanship for earuily purposes, aa lo flass^ 
»lid banners^ and d^tructive cannon. That the wuMerial. wdo€r» is Che* 
object of worship, appears not only from the names of those several parta, 
which have been given above, but also from other circutfistanciea. Thus, the^ 
imperial; hi^^ prieat, when he wonsh^ie heaven, wears robea of asure cokr, aaf 
allusion to the sky. When he worships the earth, his robes are yellow tp-, 
represent the clay of this earthly clod. When the sun is jihe object, his dress 
ia red, and S»r the moon, he Wears a pale white. The kings, nobles, and ectl-^ 
tenary of offipifil hierophapts^ wear their court dressesu The altar, on whichr 
io sacrifice to heaven is round, to represent heaven; this is expressly said.. 
The altar on which the sacrifices to the earth are laid, is square ; whether for' 
the aame wiae reaaon or not, ia not affirmed^. The *^ prayer bot^rdmPdiMkph%^ 
are of various colors, /or the same reason as the emperor's robes. In the^ 
worship of the heavens, an azure ground with vermilion letters is used ; in the 
worship of earth, a yellow- ground is used with black characters ; for the wor** 
ahip or aneeators, a white ground ia required with black characters ; for the* 
^un, a carnation, with vermilion characters ; and for the moon, a white ground 
#ith black characters* &C., Sic 

** The times of sacrifice are specified aa follows; Thoie to heaven are ofi^ve^ 
on the day of the wtmer solstice; those to earth on the day of the aun^roer 
solsdce; and the others at regular appointed times which it is not important^ 
to detail in thia^ketch." 

^ The ceremouies of this grand worship of nature, this natural religion/ 
consist in bowing, kneeling and knocking tlie head against the ground, or in 

Chinese pai ^, hvei 2g. k^au M . In those sacrifices in which the 

emperor officiates in proprid ptnonA, he never knocks his head against the 
ground. What he requires of the greatest monarch on earth, he Will not 
give to the great^t, * supremeat^ tking^hali he worships. The three kneelings 
and nine knockinga of the head against the ground, hetiirns into thrfe knee)- 
ihgs aiid nine bows. The tau or the pM, i. e. the knocking or the bowings 
seems to make a material, or rather a jMtitfir difl^rence in the estimation of 
hia Majeaty." SeeCkm€»Rfpo$itof^,Fol.fHp.A9, 

To show that the view esxptmmA by IV. Blorriaon ia not peculiar to 
him, w^ shall quote again from M Visdelou. ** The Chinese philoscf^ 
pbers," he says, " spealf^ o( reyei^iiig. Qeaveo^ buj^the^ understand, by 
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Heaven, Retssak ; not that wkirk behh^s to man, akd idhkh is but ih& 
eflfect of that, but the primitive, which is the first priticiple and the 
necessary eauM of all thin^ To respect this Reason, is io foHovr 
it ; Just as we respect fate (le desiin), ndt by players and honors, but 
% submHting oorselves to its laws. Fate (sc. li ^^) say they» i« 
marked bfit by Heaven; i. e. by th^ primitive Reason (se. tda 
), which is the first principle of all thiugs. In truth it (Reason) 
tili^dly ; but the same necessity Which renders it Uihd, render! it 
also infallible. It is it which is fate, inasmuch as it acts necessarily/ 
This is the doctrine which the Missionaries (of the Church of Rome) 
}me t^\€d \)m afheo^itical." In his se^dttht of the state rdigKm, 
he specifies the objects of worship as follows : — 

'* It is well^ hece to obtervei tka the rdigioli of the phikieopkital sect 
of China (i. e. the Confucian, or state religion) does not exclude^ 
sacrifices, which on the contrary are quite numerous* To speak here 
only of the principal or Inip^rial sacrifices, there is otie for HeaVet^ 
(le CUl), for the Earth, and the ancestors of the emperors; ibr thc^ 
mteiary spirit (Shin) or Genius c^ arable ladds, and for the tutelary 
Gfeiiius (Shin) of the grains of the empire; thede are Sacrificed to ^t; 
the same time. There are also sacrifices for the five principal moun-r 
tains of the empire ; for the five tutelary tttoi^ntains, for the fodr ^e»s.^ 
^nd the four rivers. They sacrifice at the sepulchres of the illustrious 
^foperors of past dynasties, and at the temple dedicated te Confucius 
rn the place of his birth, and to other sages ahd heroes. A(l tfiese! - 
sacrifices are made by the emperor himself, or by his orderSi . Morer 
<w^r when the emperor is about to march himself on any toifitary 
^tpeditiotl, he sacrifices to the spirit (shin) of the standards, au4 
lAieyMain the stsndards and drums With the blood of the victims.'' 

No one, from this account of this state religion of Chins, as giverf 
by Dr. Morrison and M. Visdelou, can make out that the Chinese arQ 
worshipers of the true God ; nor, we ihouid think, ^ter reading it, 
6ould resist the impression, that his iMperiat Majesty and those who 
joiki with him iu this worship, are wholly ignorant of the being we 
Christians call God. 

: But, it is said, in high anti^mty, the Chinese* hid mtk^ more 
knowledge rtf God than they have at present Of this kssertiori I 
have never seen any proof produced from the ancient books thai 
have come down to us. We hare already seen What is to bil 
found rn ch« Yih King, whi^b treats of j^h^ics htA n^rtphySfc»,'on 
Ibis subject. Its uniHi^m doctrine is, that heaven and eftrth geYicirSted 
d) things; I say 'Uiliform doctrine/ for in (he semence. quoted from! 
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^ 5ih el»ipter of the 4th ^otkm of tke Book of I>tagrahis, ^ Thfe 
^ [*Siipreiti«] Ruli^r {•caiMe$'tlnagi toj Hnue ibnh UMdirihe €%m 
Diif^iiin ^800 Dr. Modtium'g ^ Tbeologfj of the Chiaett/' fi 9S4^»thft 
wordd ^'litipreine^' .%wd ''^4^atli^ tlnng9t<»V areadded by Uie ttanar 

theCAjn di^am,''* whfdi aiiswers to thd eoiiiMencanent of sfNriagi 
8itoi«4titeiipreteni undcirt^aiid the word f^i of ShlMf^ : btit the an^ 
cient interpreters; M. Visdeiou tella m^ nnderatood hy U the Eiaperor 

. If Tcieour^e 16 hid to the Slili King ^ tf, the Hkrtoriesd Gtamie, 
fEMr -ptMf of the assertion that, in high antic|uily, the Chines had 
apu^r knowledge of <lod than they hare at present, we shafTfiiid 
the-^coant of what took place on the occasion, when the firet relij^ou^ 
w^r^htp was oflfered in China, in the Canon of Shan, which is the 
fl^co^ book of the Shii King. It reads as follows : '* Shun then offer. 
M the <aai*ifice called M, t&^angti ; he presented a pur^ ^^l»g fo 
the six venerables Ones, he looked with devotion towards the faiils and 
timers, abd glanced arcatid at the host W Skin.'* See Medhurst's 
8hoA King; p. 17. 

' What isdiis mcri^ce called iui ? The word means, lo corre^ond 
to, andihe explanation given of the name is this : ** The kidu saenAcfe 
{9^ my Edsay, pages 18 to ^ incl.) was the sacrifice constantly 
presented to the expansive heavens, at the border of the country ; buft 
ihis not being one of the ^eamins for the regular sacrifice, and there 
being occasion for a sacrifice to announce to heaven, (Shunts ai^ 
sooiation with Yau on the throne) the ceremonies used were like those 
of the kidu or border sacrifice; therefore it is called tui, a corres- 
ponding Merrfiee." 

Here it will be seen, the Supreme Ruler worshiped is '* the expand, 
sive heUvens," the accustomed sacrifice to which was offered at the 
wittier Solstice ; which sacrifice, called kidu, is imitated on the occa- 
sion of this worship to SkAng^i, who is evidently, merely " the expan- 
sive hesvew'* wprshiped under the title of Supreme Raler. Of thi# 
ancient sacrifice called kidu, it may be asked. Was it so set apart to 
the worship of ''the expansive heavens," ••the Supreme Ruler," that 
no other being or thing was ever permitted to share it with him <? 
The answer is, that the elcpansive heavens, the Supreme Ruler, has 
never enjc^ed among the Chinese from the earliest times, of which 
their histories inform us, any such prei^minent distinction. Following 
out the view prefented in the Yih King of Earth's participating with 
Heaven in generating all things^ so that they together became/' thb 
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Father and Mother of ail' things,'' this high^t sacrifice wte Alwayii 
ofl^red to Earth as Well as^ to Heaven^ the only distinction bietween 
them> being, that this saortiice was offered to Earth at the sununec 
solstice and at' the northern border of the country, Whereas it was o^ 
fmd to Heaven at the winter, solstice and southern border of thQ 
country. Some greater deference to Heaven is no doubt designed in 
these slight dbtinguishing circumstances, but not greater than th^ 
-Chinese would accord to the father over the mother^ 

I hope that those who find in the Chinese classics proof that th^ 
Mcient Chinese knew imd worshiped thie true God, will produce it. 
I do not think tradition could have d9ne much for Shun, when he 
thus worshiped *Athe expansive heavens/' under the title of t(ie Su- 
preme Ruler, and added to this the worship of the six venerable Onc^^ 
i. c 1. the four Seasons ; 2. Heat and cold ; 3. the Sun ; 4, the Moon ; 
.5. the St^rs ; aqd 6. Drought ; and not content with all thi^ Sab^anism^ 
«cle8cei»ded to earth and worshiped the hills and rivers, and hosts of 
ideceased worthies. 

i Th0 ot^spTQban^ is with Dr. Legge, and the nature of the case is 
such that we are constrained, '' for conscience sake," to call upon 
jhiro to give us the clearest proof, before we can go with him. A 
mistake here is most fatal. While we have a single doubt that '< the ^ ^ 

SMingH of the Chinese people" is God, truly and properly Godi-—th^ 
^ery identical Being we are taught in the Sacred Scriptiures tq wor^ 
ship — we dare not teach others to worship him. Where love and 
.affiance are due, we must be cautious and jealous ;- for , God is jealous^ 
The wife must have no doubt that '' her man " is her hua^d : if 
j^^'hs^v^ the shadow of a donbt, and yet lives with him, she coo^mits 
adultery. God uses this very relationship to illustrate his own jealousy : 
we therefore say, " our God," the God we worship, must be Jehovah. 
If theiie is a single doubt that ^' the Skdngti of the Chinese people:*' 
is Jehovah — ^the very same identical Being, and not merely the most ' 
like Jehovah of any of the Chinese gods — and we proceed, notwitb- 
.«taii4if|g this doubt, to worship him, we are guilty of spiritual adultery, 
r We c|m not but t^ink that Dr. Legge has a very diffi<$ult task before 
ihim, whether he appeals to the Chinese cosmogony, or the Chinese 
•ritual, to prove that "the ShangH of the Chinese classics and the 
Shangti of the Chinese pec^le is God over all blessed for ever." But 
if Dr» Legge should succeed in proving to our satisfaction that the 
being whom the Chinese designate by the phrase iSfibdn^fi is to be 
regarded as truly and properly God, I would still object to the use of 
^his phrase to render Clobim aud Theos, ^ 
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^ Isti Because T^icn ^, not SMngti, is the absolute term by which 
the Chinese designate this Being, " as a whole and without reference td 
anything of which it is a part ; " while Shdngti is merefy one of the 
titles of 7**ten, which expresses only one single, definite relation that 
Tien bears to men and all things. This title is therefore unsuitable for 
rendering £/oAtm and Theos, because \<^e must use the word by which 
they are rendered, to speak of Jehovah as he exists in and of himself-* 
e, ^. when it is used to speak of his nature, his existence from eternity 
before there were any creatures to stand iii any relation to him, or to 
express the doctrine of the Trinity ; and also, because the Being we 
dall God sustains not one merely, but many relations tons, add 
therefore the word by which we render Elbhim should be an absolute* 
term— the name of the Being viewed as a whole^-and hot a relative 
term, which can suggest only one relationship. * 

■ 2d. Because Shdngti is a cotnpound term, consisting of art ad-* 
jective " Supreme," and a noun " Ruler," and we Want a simple,* 
tincompounded word — God, These points will be best discussed under' 
propositions b, and c. 

The issue made with us by Dr. Legge oii this point was thus express^* 
ed in proposition b : — 

** Admitting that the Chinese do not know the true God, (Br Legge)' 
contends that we should use a relative, not an absolute generic tetm 
to render Elohim and Osog, because these words are relative, not 
a'bsolute terms." 

On this point Dr. Legge writes : " ^irst of all, I deny that God is a 
generic term. If I can substantiate this, then there is no room for 

* the single question,* to which Dr. Boone ' narrows ' the controversy. ' 
viz., ^ What is the generic name for god in the Chinese language t' If it 
were intended irt speaking of the ' generic name for God "merely to say 
that God IS a term that may be applied (right or wrong) to more than 
one object of thought, I should let the use of the word pass without 
animadversion. I pYofes&'rtiy&elf as much op()osed as any man can 
be to the trifttng of Idgom'achies. But it has been employed accord- 
ing to its true application, which is not in ques^dns 6^ grammar 'and '. 
logic, but in the representations of natural history. Much has beeh 
said of the * genus of gods,' as if thfere realty Were in nature many 
gods, while at the same time and on thb'same pag^, it is stated that^ 

* there is in truth but one God,* and that ' there is no other being' 
in the universe but Jehovah etititied to this rfame.* We are told that 
*ihe existence of a generic name for God is owmg entirely to poly-' 
thebm.* *' prtge 4. - * . ^ 

6 
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, Though this seems to puzzle Dr. Legge very much, there is to my 
fnind no difficulty about the matter as it was stated in my Essay* 
The question was asked at the outset, if the Chinese knew the true 
God, if they were mono-theists or poly-theists ? To this question the 
answer was given " they are polytheists, they do not know the true 
9od i" in which answer, as I understood, all then discussing this 
question agreed. Not knowing the Being we call God, they could 
have, I contended, no name for Him— *no word answering to our word 
Qod, when used propria. Under these circumstances, it was inquir- 
ed, Wiiat is a translator to do? If he takes the name of the chief 
god, by the admission above made, this would be only the name of a 
^se god, which it would be derogatory to Jehovah to use as his 
appellative ; the name of any , other particular deity inferior to the 
chief god, would be still more objectionable : it was therefore contend-, 
ed that, among polytheists, where the true God is unknown, the 
only course to be pursued is to use the generic name of their gods to 
render Elohim and &sos ; and to prevent mistake, this phrase was de- 
fined to be ** the name of the highest genus, or class of beings^ to whom, 
tjie Chinese offer religious worshipr" ^StiU further to guard against 
misapprehension, I wrote: ''There being in truth but one God, the 
^istence of a generic name for God is owing entirely to polytheism. 
^ none other than the true religion had ever prevailed, there could 
have been no such genus as this conceived of. The gods of a poly- 
theistic people are merely imaginary beings, who have no real exist- 
ence. The true God claims the rigl^ to displace the whole class ; 
and this is the reason that, in translating the Scriptures into the 
language of such a people, the generic term for god must be used : 
Jehovah claims the right — not to be recogni:^ in the place of the 
chief god of such a system, but — ^t0 take the place of the whole class 
of gods. IJe will not consent to propose Himself to polytheists, as, 
their Jupiter or Neptune, their T*ien ^ or their Fufi ^j^ ftadha. . 
Hie claims to be ' the all and in alL' .•••.••«••* • We n^ust therefore 
take for Jehovah the name of the whole class, and affirm that it pro- 
perty ,belongs to Him alon^ ; that therei is no other being in the 
universe mtitUd to this name ; that those whom the heathen have, 
ii;i the days of their polytheistic ignorance, called gods, are mere 
imaginary beings who have no existence except ill the minds of their 
blinded votaries. 

** The generic name for God, when thus claimed for Jehovah, . 
undergoes a change by Christian usage ; according to this usilge, it 
is employed iii a proper sense, to designate Jehovah alone; and, but 
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for the faet that it must still be used to combat polytheism, its generic 
character would wholly cease. But as polytheism gave rise to so 
improper sl genus, so the necessity there exists of forbidding men to 
"have a plurality of gods, causes the word to retain so much of its 
generic character, as to make it available to prohibit sternly the 
recognition and worship of all the imaginary beings, who are by poly^ 
theists strictly and properly included in its meaning." Essay, page 6. 

With all this before him, Dr Legge writes : '* Much has been said 
of the ' genus of gods,' as if there really were in nature many gods, 
while at the same time and on the same page, it is stated that ' there 
is in truth but one God.' '' It is very surprising to roe Dr Legge did 
ttot see that I contended there was in nature but one God, and that 
the plurality exists only in the imagination of polytheists ; that the 
word God^ wh^n ** employed in a proper sense/' designates Jehovah 
alone, and that " the genus" is an " improper" one, whose existence is 
entirely owing to the false views of polytheists. But whether the 
beings designated be real or. imaginary, can not, I conceive, alter the 
character of the word, which is the common name of the class. Thiii 
word, if it be a name common to several beings, must be a commoti 
name, an appellative noun, a generic- term. Whether Elohim is actual- 
ly used as the name of only one being, or as a name common to a 
number of beings, is a question of fkct, to be determined, hot by in- 
quiring what is the first idea that comes into our minds, when they 
*' rise rapidly and vigorously to the idea of God," but by an appeal to 
the usus loquendi of the writers of the O. T: The inspired writers 
do not suppose that there exist many gods*— a class of gods — ^nor do 
we, but polytheists do; and accordingly we find' that they, in all th^ 
languages with which W^ are acquainted (the languages in which 
the Sacred Scriptures were wjritten included), have a general name 
by which this, class of beings is called ; and' that monotheists, whether 
inspired men or not; have neverscrupled'to use this word when speak-* 
ing of these imaginary beings; it is idle therefore to say that the 
word so used' is not the name of a class of ' beings — that it is not a 
generic term< In Hebrew, Eloah and'Elohim, and in Greek Oeo^, Oeoi/ 
tare used ^» the name of this class of beitigs, and in Chinese, vire con- 
tend -that Shin is so usedi 

With reject to the f^lct that Elohim is used as a name common to 
ibhovah> and' air the false gods of the polytheists mentidned in the 
O. T., there can, of coursej.be no controversy between Dr. Legge and 
tnyself, nor with respect to the fact whether Elohim is, or is not, the 
appellativt name of this- whole class; the only point^of difference iii- 
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with respect to the character of this appellfttive ; is it abtolutd or is it 
relative I This also is a question of fact, to be determined by an 
appeal to the usus loquendi of the word. If Dr. Legge understands 
generic as absolute appellative, an4 desires to deny that the word 
Elohim is generic in this sense, he makes the very issue which I 
desired to make in my Essay, when I defined shin to be the name of 
a class of beings, and called '* ti a mere relative term, denoting office^ 
and not an appellative noun." Dr. Legge's strictures on my use of 
the word " appellative noun" in this last sentence, are just ; I want^ 
the opposite of relative/' and the proper term '' absolute" did not 
occur to me. I am glad that Dr. Legge has called attention to my 
mistake, and brought up the question more clearly for discussion, by 
pointing out the proper terms to be used, viz., absolute and relativcp 
I agree with him that the point is a fundamental one, and regret thai 
I did not, in that part of my Essay, express my meaning more accUv 
rately. That Or. Legge intends to maintain^ in sober earnest, thai 
God is a relative term, and not absolute, appears not only from his us# 
of these words, but from his carefully defining the sense in which h^ 
uses the word relative, and from his assuring us that, '* God does not 
indicate the essence, nor express anything about the being of Jehovah." 
This last statement is only a just consequence of the preceding one> 
** that God is a relative term ;" but I should have thought the mere 
writing out the proposition in this form would have awakened Dr, 
jLegge to a sense of its incorrectness, and caused him to blot out all 
he had written on the subject. Dr Legge tells us very correctly, from 
^ess' Cydopadia, that relative words " include a kind of opposition 
between them ; yet so as that one can not be without the other** 

Will Dr. Legge tell us then, what that is without which Jehovah 
could not be God ? He answers on p. 5 its correlative is *^ creatures."; 
' As soon as the first man was called into existence, Jehovah stood 
to him in the relation of God." Is the eternity of God one of the 
articles of Dr. Luge's creed? If so, to be consistent with the view 
above expressed, he must maintain the eternity of the creation also. 
On p. 11, Dr. Legge quotes the principle of the Grecian philosophers, 
" ex nihilo nihil fit." However true this doctrine may be when ap- 
plied to every " material cause," does Dr. Legge regard ii as tru^ 
^hen applied to thp efficient cause-^a God 1 Does be deny a crea- 
tion from nothing 8| oox ova)v,,sQ that t|iere never^wasatime when God 
existed alone, beibrc He had creited anyt)iing 1 If Dr^Legge answers^ 
as[ we 1 ave no doubt he will, that he, believes in th^ eternal existence 
of the Being, and that this Beings when existing absolutely alone,^ 



Digitized by 



Google 



Difeuse of mn Essay, Sj^€. 4t 

wi(hmit ariything extrinsto to Himself, out of nothing made the hea?en6 
und the earth ; then he only differs from us in maintaining that this 
Being could not properly be called God when viewed thus absolutely t 
and the question is reduccfd to one of the usus hquendi of the word; 
which happily is so uniform that it is easily settled. 

The Psalmist says, '*0 LORD, before the mountains werebi^ought 
forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world ; even from 
everlasting io ererlasting, thou art God." Ps. xc. 9.--^'' 1 said, O my 
God, take me not away in the midst of my days : thy years are through^^ 
out dl generations ; of dd thou hast laid the foundation of the earth '* 
d&c.|&c. Ps. cii. 24. "In the beginning was the Word, and th^ 
Word was with God, and the Word was God." When the Evangelist 
tells us here that the Word ** was God," does Dr. Legge understand 
him to aay that the Word merely sustains a relationship to God thtf 
Father or to men? When stating the doctrine of the Trinity, dttei 
Bot Dr. L. say, '' there are thi'ee Persons and one God V* Is the word 
Oedhete used as a relative term ? Dr. Legge says the correlative of 
God is creaiure ; from which we infer the word God means Creator ; 
ean he adhere to this explimacion of the word, and point out to us 
what relatidnship is affirmed to exist between the three Persons of the 
blessed Trinity when we say " there are three Persona and one God ?" 
We also speak of '* our Savior Christ" as "both God and man." 
Do we by the words '' God " and *' man " express our belief in the 
existence of two natures^ the Divine and homali, in one Christ ; oi^ 
merely mean thereby, that Chriat sustained tWo diverse relations, i. e.* 
creator and creature, to other beings ? If Dr. Legge cad be induced 
to forget for a moment his thesis, '' God is a relative term, not abso^ 
hite," which, to sustain the cause of #S%dit^/l, " Supreme Ruler," h^ 
has inoautioudy undertaken to defend, he will I have no doubt acknow-* 
ledge, with the orthodox of all ages of the Churcih, that by the word 
Ood when so used, we affirm that the three Persons are of one divine 
essence or nature— of one substailce. This is undoubtedly the mean- 
ing the word (rod bears, and has borne in the Chi'is^ian Church fronl 
the beginning, as can be thown from its usus loquendi. 

I open a work on Systematic Theology, which lies befdre m^, that 
of Knapp, and turn to the heading ; *' General names applied to Deity^ 
without distinction of trite or false." The first given is Eloah, Elohim, 
I turn to the next article ; it is headed, ** Of the nyxiure and attrihutei 
ef God." The Writer tella Us, " the nature of God is the sum of the 
divine perfections, the atirikutes of God are the particular distinct 
perfections or realitifs, which ^ are predicahle of the divine nature** 
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These attributes are then considered in the following order, " The 
Spirituality of God ;" '' the Eternity and Immutability of God;"&c., 
&.C. Are not these essential attributes ? If Dr. Legge, when he pre- 
dicates these attributes of Jehovah, does not call Him God^ will he tn^ 
form us what word he uses as the name of this Being, when discoursing 
of His attributes ? 

fiut this work is a recent one, and Dr. Legge fortifies his positioii 
with the great name of Newton ; we shall therefore exhibit at some 
length the usus loquendi of the word. We do this not merely for the 
interests of this controversy, but for the cause of truth in genera], for 
if Dr. Legge's position be correct, our formulas, which teach us the 
orthodox faith on the doctrine of the Trinity, are worth nothing, and 
pur systems of divinity, which use the word Ood, when affirming ther 
eternity of Jehovah, affirm also the eternal existence of its correlative 
the creature. 

The first quotation we shall cite to show the usus loquendi of the( 
ivord, is from TiertuUian. He distinguishes the words God and Lwrd 
as follows -.1 — 

'* Dei nomen dicimus semper fuisse apud semettpsum et in semetipso 
Doi^um verp non semper. Diverja enim utriusque conditio. Deus 
substantise ipsius nomen, id est, divinitatis ; Domihus vero non sub-< 
stantise, sed poteatatis, substantiam semper fuisse cum suo nomine/ 
quod est Deus ; postea Dominug, accedentis scilicet rei mentio. Nasi 
^x quo esse coeperunt in quae postestas Domini ageret, ex illo, per 
accessionem potestatis, et factus et dictus est Dominus. Terttdl, contra 
H^rmog. cfip. 3, quoted in Waterlands Works, 

Council of Nice. IIi^7£;;o^8v Big ha 9sov, lealiga ^avlwipalo^a •••••• 

xai 6ig 6va xu^iov *I>}fouv Xpij7ov %v wov low &8oy ^v^^^v7a ix 7w flra7po^ 
fjLovoyevij lonligliv ix 75)^ oii^ias 7ou flra7po^ • • • ■ ofi^oupav 7w italpi, &c. 

The Athanasian Creed. ** We worship one God in Trinity, and 
Trinity in Unity ; neither confounding the persons, nor dividing thd 
substance. For the right faith is that we believe and confess ; that our 
)[x>rd Jesus Christ, the Scm of God, is God and man : God of the sub- 
stance of the Father, and Man of the substance of his mother : who 
although he be God and man, yet he is not two but one Christ; one 
altogether; npt by confusion of substance but by unity of person." 

The Protestant churches at the Reformation, without a single ex- 
ception, I believe, define the word God in their standards as an abso- 
l^ite, not as a relative term ; and in direct opposition to Dr. Legge af- 
firm thfit the word God does '' indicate essence, and express something 
about the being of Jehovah." 
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' 1. The Confession of England thus speaks on this subject : '* We b^ 
lieve that there is one certain nature and Divine power, which we 
call God,. • • • • .and that the same one Qod hath created heaven and 
earth, and all things contained under heaven." Set Harmony of Prot.' 
Cowfessiims ; Conf. of England , p. 30. 

.2. *' We believe and teach that God is one in essence or nature ^ sub-> 
sisting by himself, all-sufficient in himself, invisible, without a body, 
infinite, eternal, the Creator of all things both visible and invisible," 
&.C. 8ee ibid. The Latter Conf of Hehetia, p. 18. 

3. " We believe and acknowledge only one God, who is one only 
and simply essence, spiritual, eternal, invisible, immutable, infinite, in- 
comprehensible, unspeakable, almighty, most wise, good, just, and 
merciful." Ihid, Conf of France, p. 29. 

4. " We believe in heart, and confess with the mouth, that there is 
only one and simple spiritual essence, which we call God, eternal, in- 
comprehensible, invisible, immutable, infinite, who is wholly wise, and 
d most plentiful well-spring of all good things." Ibid, Conf ofBelgia, 
p. 32. 

6. " The churches with common consent among us do teach .... 
that there is one Divine essence, which is called, and is God, eternalj^ 
without body, indivisible, of infinite power, wisdom, goodness, the 
Creator and Preserver of all things, vfeible and invisible," &c. Ibid, 
Conf of Augsburg, p. 36. 

, These documents all speak otte lab^age; and that directly the 
reverse of the main proposition on which Dr. Legge's argument is 
founded. But the point is of such gr^at importailc^; that I trust the 
reader will pardon my preseiitirig him som^ additional quotations from 
a few eminent theological ^rite^s. 

Bishop Pearson, coninteiltirig oii the words of the first Article of the 
Creed, '' Itelieve in God ; " afler saying that the ilaiile God is attribut- 
ed unto many, tells us that th^ i6itce!lgne5r Which make^ it propel to 
Him '^is grounded upon the Divine iwrfwre of essence, which all other 
who are called gods balr^ iiotj and therefore are hot by nature gods. 
' Then when ye knew not God (saith St. Paul)j ye did service to Ihem^ 
who by nature are not gods.' (Gal. iv. 8) tliete is then a God by naturei 
and others, which are iS^ried gdds, but b^ ncAure at^ not so ; for either 
they have no power at all, because lio beirig, but only in the false 
opinions of deceived men, as the gdds of the heathen, or if they have 
any real power of authority, fi-dm wherifcd somfe are called gods iil 
Stiripture, yet they have it not from themselves, or of their own ha- 
ture, but from Hiiri who 'only hath iramoftaliy,' and consequently^: 
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only Divinity, and therefore it 'tbeody true God/ '••••So that the 

notion of a Deity doth at last expressly signify a being or nature of 
infintte perfection; and the infinite perfection of a nature ^ beih|^ 
consisteth in this, that it be absolut^y and essenUally necessary, an 
actual being of itself; and potential or caU9ative of all beings besidd 
itself, independent from any other, upon whieh all things else d«qpetid, 
and by which all things else are governed." Exp ^ftke Creed, p, 2S. 
■ Archbishop Usher ^ays, " We describe (Jod by th^$e properties, a 
spirit eternal. Or iQore fully, Qod is a spbiiual substance, having hia 
tyeing of himaelf, infinitdy great and good,. •••••• ^and hence we 

learn to acknowledge both our being and well-beiog from him, and 
Itqip him atone ;. • • • f • • • and when w^ say that God 19 a substance, 
we mean that he is such a thing, as hath a being in himself, of himn 
self, and which givetb ^ being to all other things." Body qf DivinHy^ 
p. 41. 

WaterlaMid, having expressed his views c^ what is included in tb^ 
Scripture notion of one that is truly a^id properly God, as given ah^^ 
at page 19, in our quotation from his Works, says : '* And if Script-; 
tpr^ has thus informed us what properties, aitrikutes, wad perfectimis 
(pbserve, not wtiat relations) must be supposed to meet in one that ist 
truly and prqperly God^ our own reason must tell us that these attribu* 
tes, &c., Qiust have a subject, and this subject we call substance ; and 
therefore the Scripture notion of God, is that of an eternal, immutable, 
omnipresent, omniscient, almighty substance." Waierlancts Works, 
VolILp,37. / 

Dr. Clarke, Waterland's great oppcmeat, contended as Dr. I^iegge 
4pe8, that the word God was a relative term, implying dominion ; and 
to sustain this view quoted from Hippolytus a sentence that Wateriaud. 
eomments on as follows. *'' The words you chiefly value ate ifoMlmft^^ 
^fipoLital^og xalseTaAin Xpi^U^:/ Christ was constit^ed Ruhr over Mhy 
the father.* On occasicNi whereof, let rae observe a thing to you,< 
which you ;ire not aware of; thai though the ancients scrupled not 
t,o say, that Christ was constituted by the Father Ruhr or L^rdi or 
even Creator, (acceding to Prpv. Yiii.)or anything coming under the' 
notion oi office, (the Father ever beifig looked upon as the^< \m order,' 
aiid in virtue thereof, the fountain of etery ojE^e, according to his oWn. 
voluntary appointment,) Jet you will nev^ fiitd ii said by the ancients, 
that the Father consiiiuted Christ a God, or appointed him to be God, . 
which observation is highly deserving your special notice i as it may; 
discover to you a fundamental flaw in your hypothesis, and ipay show^ 
yoii that yod have taken a gbat deal of paiiis witb the aflcieni9 ujioii a. 
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v0sy wrong view, and (give me leave to add) to very liltte |>urpo$e. . 
H^ you found ever an ancient testimony^ declaring that GhriM wai^ , 
comsiitMM God aver alf, you would have done sooiething ; the re^t are . 
ipiperlipent, ^d cotoie no^ m|) tp your point. The wptd Gpd wa#, 
n^ver looked iippn as a; wprd 9^ofic€ or doniiinion, but of nuturq an4 
subst^^f; and hence it as that thQ uncient^ never speak of Chrt^t'^ 
heing constituted God." W^erland's Works, Vol. 11, p. 41$. 

'^ The tfuth i^i GqcL denotes idlperfectipn, and Father denotes a 
rflio^iftn of order, a^id aparticul^^r manner ofea^isting^ all which yqu con- 
fusedly bfepd together, ai^ if signified by the one word Cra^*" Ibid, 

9ishop Stillingfleet says, '* We do not s?y that three persons are hut 
qi^e person, or fhat^ one nature is thr^e natures; but thi^t there ar^ 
t^ree p^r^onet ^n oi^e natqre. If, t^^erefore on^ individual natwrejje, 
cpD|^9aunic^bletofh,^^p^rsonfi,t^e i§ qo appe;araiice of absurdity \a; 
t|^ijsdofftr|n^.. Aj^Pf) t^e ot^f side, it |s impossible that there should . 
be thr.fe Oods, wh^e tl^ere i^pnp a^d the 9^me i9divid^al nature; , 
for three Qods mnst hfiv^ thrive s^Y^ra^l divine, nature^, $inc^ i( is ihe^ 
i^vine e^sen^ yfhich makes a G9fi" ■• Enchiridim Theologi^um, Vol... 
1. P- 427. /..',, 

' Quotations on Xlfii^ point might be extended ad libitum^ but those 
ry^en rihove are enough tos)iowtteit|he word^(»p;^,J^jL^^ ^.,e • • ? ^» 

of orthodoA writer 3^ the Chrisiiaii Civnw yi* ot- ^i u^cif, is an ^teo^Wte, . 
not a relative term, ^^d that it dots iiulic4Ue ih^ essence of J^ftpv^Ii. f 

- Dr. Legge endeayprs to sn?tfiin hiS; prppoai^ipn il^at *\^od i?f>pt 
a jrei^m,.b»l f^ r§)|E|tiv^ t^rmt," hy whath^ calls a grfiipmatical or . 
syntactical proof, which prpof be fortifies witl^ two ; conili^^ratipnp, . 
and the g-rf8^t na^e of :Newt^. The gran^ma^cal prqof is th^t tipe 
ijHgli^h word Goid m^y b^ ufiedi Cjjther wi^H or wit^pi^t ^e Ei^i^b ^ti- , 
dm- Tbf> fifftt eoiisidersrtipo, which fprt-iftes th^vii^w dprived from . 
the gramip^ti^ ii^s^of |he wpr^, is |hat " it (siMppo^ng .th|^ word God 
to be ft telfilivf^jterin) Ip^e^ ftwi [^f^m^ ^H1^^ frc^ of the case ;" 
sf;^:^, 'V^j^^^^^Mwiu^i^r in wh><^.i>^ fiance is vi94ic?ite^ ^p Jehpvah . 
in Ihe QlfiT^sUsw^i i§[ in^?fpjica>lp excepting pn t^i^,view." We 
shM iak© up 4hpse ^v^rally ; in th^ qjfi^r ^n w^jfjh ^^ejt ^r^ ^boye, 
sfatfid? -■ . ' . .,' . ] ;. ■ 

, ThefiPWBji^ic^ piwf i^ th»»?**^4 by J)r, L^ge. , *< Qr^mpd^ipal , 
pipgrifity itnol i#^^ ^j %py <rflhe foi^ms of ei^prewio^i :-rGod made 
the ,worf4ia.Ci^ Kijad^ %hf^ W^^H* t^^ijrod majde the world, Gods; 
made the world. Xn^t ^s take any generic term of the animal king- 
dom, andj-ry to use it in the 5?i^^ way^ §nd we shall find it miprac* 

7 
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t'rcable.** The fact here brought forward by Dr. Legge is that the 
Word God may in English be used either with or without the article, 
and the inference he draws from it is, that it is an ap(>e)lative noun of the 
class called relative, and not of the class called absolute. I state the 
matter in this way to avoid logomachy, for Dr. L. says in his Essay, " it 
is universally conceded that God is not a proper name;'' and *' Gramma- 
rians divide all nouns into two classes, which are now generally de- 
nominated proper ^fknd common ; formerly, common nouns were called 
appellatives, and they include all nouns which are not proper ;" and 
that " a relative term may be as much an appellative as a generic 
terin.'' He can therefore, only mean tp affirm, that the individuals who 
have this common name are classed together under this appellative, 
because they sustain, or are supposed to sustain, a rel-ationship towards' 
men, which is common to them all, and not because of their possess- 
ing a being supposed to possess certain attributes or natural qualities, 
which are common to them all. What is there, then, in the known 
rules with respect to the use of the English article, that makes its 
use or non-use, a proper test for deciding such a question as this? 
''Proper nouns designate beings in a definite manner, so that there is 
no need of any sign to point out the particular individuals, to which 
* :■ .1--; .'., \:.,. / , ' ^'itivp nonn'^" ^r' •at' ' r ?.^ Ho^Jlte) ** on the 

t 'pirary, t>*rtrig ctir'TOh Jt ^ * v^ .'niiv.du-'^ *>* the i..imc spcru-i 
. ^t 1 we wish to apply them to^a single individual, or a certain num- 
•M^W-i^f. individuals of this species, or lastly to the whole species, it 
is of use to employ particular signs to indicate these various applica- 
trorir.'* ** The words, which serve to determine the extension of ap- 
pellative nouns, are denominated Articles/^ 

Hence Dr. Legge, from his first example, " God made the world," 
might infer that as the word God here designates a given being so 
definitely, ** that there w no need of any sign to point out the particu- 
lar individual to whom it is ap^^ied,'' it must be a proper name ; but 
he admits '' it is universally conceded that Gad is not a proper name ;" 
and this conclusion would be shown to be ntcorrect by hid 2d, 3d and 
4th examples df the use of the word. These last examples prove, be- 
yond a doubt, that the word is used as an appeUative, but give not the 
slightest hint, as to whether the beings comprehended under this 
common appellation, were so called because of their sustaining rela- 
ttonships, or possessing attributes common to fheifrlill. Dr. Legge ' 
admits that the word mem, as welKas tfce word God, may be used in 
these four constructions ; e. g. ** man built the house, a man built the 
house, the man built the house^ men built the house;'' but this doei^> 
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not cause thef slightest distrust of the value of his test, for he doubts if 
V man be rightly called a generic term" ! I ! He says, " it does not 
bdong to our subject to explain how maUy if it be rightly called a 
generic term, differs from other similar terms in this grammatical use/' 
With all deference to Dr. L., it seems to me this is the very thing his 
subject did require him to explain, if he wished his readers to have 
any confidence in the value of his proposed test, to ascertain whether 
a noun be appellative relative, or appellative absolute, i. e. generic. 
If man be a generic term, and Dr. L. will explain to us why it differs 
from other generic terms, " in this grammatical use,'' we may perhaps 
see, by the light of this explanation how God may be a generic term 
and agree with the wor^ man " in this grammatical use" of the articles. 
If man be not '' a generic term" (as Dr. L. hints), it is so common- 
ly supposed to be one, that he might have taken it for granted his 
readers would have been of this opinion, and should therefore have 
paused to explain, how this error had become so common, by either 
showing that the word man is not a name common to the race called 
in Latin, the genus honuh-^ot that the name of such a race is properly 
called a generic term, in which last case, be should have defined the 
sense in which he uses the phrase *' generic term," as it must be one 
peculiar to himself. Dr. Legge may conclude, if he please, that. the 
— wmds^God and mnn, are quite an omalous in theinpethod of both U9- 

: ing and rejecting the article, though he furnishes us with a list of 
words (which list might very easily be greatly extended) that admjt 
of the same construction ; but nothing can be more fanciful than his 

, use of this test, to ascertain whether a word be relative or absolute — 
whether it may be used to render Elohim and Ssog or not. 

Dr. Legge does not appear to have settled in his own mind definite- 
ly, what the relation designated by the word God is. On p. 5, he tells 

' us the correlatives stand thus, " God and creatures ;" on p. 8, it ** has 
regard to servants, and implies dominion;" on pp. 36, 37, " Supreme 
Ruler." He says he has gone over the collection of passages in Cru- 
den's Concordance ** with the view of testing whether Shdngti (Su- 
preme Ruler) will serve as a translation of Qod, and the result was 

that Supreme Ruler tallies with every one of them." He laughs at 

the distinction made in ray Essay of the two senses in which the word 
is used (i. e. proper and improper), apd declares on p. 21, ''/only 
know of one meaning or sense belonging to it." — ^'* To speak of God 
in the sense of heathen nations is absurd."* 

* Dr. Legge's words are, ** But to speak of God in the sense of heathen na- 
tions is absurd. Heathen writers never use it without an article,~i.e. in the 
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"All this (the s&ying that the phrate " Supnetoie Ruler " always 
tallies with the word God) is nothing more than saying at grebt length 
what tt^ight h«ve been said in four words, ^od Just means CKkl. Meh 
mhf play fantastic tricks in th^ application of terms, but the meaning 
or signihcanc^e of the terms ab terms remains the same." What in- 
herent vitality words must have in them, one is ready to exclaim, to 
stand out so stiffly against men's perverse usu$ l^fpiendi! Ernesti says, 
*'^ 16. 7'A^meitntiig'o/*t0drd!5co/ity^ftti)ta/.Word^, considered simply 
as sound, have no meaning ; for they are not natural and necessary signs 
of things, but Conventional on^. Usage or eustom has constituted a 
connection between words and ideas." 

'* The first of all the laws of interpretation is certainly this :«-to en- 
deavor to investigate the eense of a writing or passage which is to be 
interptfeted, according to the signification which the generai nsitgt q/ 
the language, or also the well known particular usage of the writer, 
connects with the words which he employs. The rule, in one word, 
amounts to this : we should seek in the first place the liter^ sense of 
every passage to be interpreted, as it must be afforded ekher by the 
general usage, or by one which is peculiar to the writer. This no 
on^ has doubted, and no one can doubt who is possessed of i sound 
' understandiiyg." Planck s fnfrcid, to Sacred PhMogt; (mdlnterpretO' 
tion. TramlalM hy Dr. Ikrmr, p. 128. _ 

Thrsp vriteriR only declare i' other word?, what Horace said loBjg 
bcrcre thei , that words are the mere creatures of usage. 

' — :— :: i^ •• ' -^f ^-- — . ' 

eense in which it is emploved in Enslish without an artic1e-^-excepting wbdn 
they do so in H* trttd applieatioB^ and convey by it it» real meaninif." 1 h^ve 
. several remarks to make on these two sentences. W.hat is the meantnfir pf the 
last? heathen writers never use the word God with'oiit an aHilcie ihtM Sense 
in which il ($ uHd utitkout aH eirtidie in ^igUBk, erebpticig when they conve^ 
by it itM real meaning : in other words, the word God in the English language, 
when used without an article, is used in the sense we c^all prdpTti, and heath^^ 
writers never nse the wbrd tit this iMiwS ojccept when tfaey doovey bv it its true 
^meaning. This is a truism Dr. L. might have spared us. Does be mean to 
lay down a general proposition that heathen writer's universally, in their re- 
spective languageto, never, dsc? This Would be sayitig soniething towards the 
support of his **gram*iatk&l,test;*' but unhappily for this supposition, manv 
heathen languages, e. g. the Latin and Chinese, have ho article ; the HebreW 
and Oreiek have. Will I^r. L. veiiture the absertibn that wherever El^him anki 
Theos are used without ihe mrtiele^Xheae words always designate the B^'me 
whom we in English designate .by tne word God, when it is used without the 
'ttrticle ? My words were, " We otily maintain that it (tfAJA) means god in the 
jsente of heatlien nfttiona." Or. L. changes this word.*' god *' into '* God.*' and 
assertB that the phrase ** God in the sense of heathen nations ** is aosurd. 
What is the difference between the phrase 7,ttjisrf and, that.of CudWtirtb, *> Use 
-ptkfS^n -notion of the word , god or ^rods?" ' Will Dr. L. as dogmaticaUy assert 
-the absurdity of the phrase used by *' that great scholar .^" " " 
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"Si volet usus^ 
Quein penes arbitrium, et jus et norma loquendi." 

Dr. Legge regards this common-sense view of the matter, we may 
suppose, almost in the same light as he does a heresy. His doctrine 
is: " Does Dr. Boone doubt that we shall remodel the literature of the 
Chinese 1 Whatever there is in the literature of this great country 
that is vicious and of error, will be driven away by the advance of 
truth, like the chaff before the wind. Nothing that man's intellect 
has wrought in the vanity of its imaginations, will abide the sifting of 

science, and the presence of God's book But we can not remodel 

the language of the country. The literature is the work of roan ; 
the language is the work of God. As surely as the corn that grows 
from the bosom of the earth is from God, so also is language that 
grows up out of the mind of man.'' p. 20. He speaks of ideas " inher* 
ing " in words, and remarks, that on a comparison of the meanings 
given of God, Theos, and Elohim in Johnson's, Robinson's and Oe- 
senius' Lexicons, " there is felt (the italics are his own) the truth of 
the remark that Elohim and Theos are correctly rendered in English 
by God." If Dr. L.'s theory be true,- with what reverence should \ve 
regard all the divinely inspired words of this heathen language ! 
llow impious of us to attempt to change the meaning of any word by 
' r 115115 loquendi, (e. g, of any appellative noun, sc, the generjaJ 
,>ame-ofjjieir objects of worship,) as this would imply an impression 
on our part, thar^h^ Chinese had false conceptions of the objects, 
when they classed them together under a common appellative, and 
that '' the language " ,was tb^ work of their own fallible minds, not 
•* the work of God," thus wriy^^ .., - ribing to men a work of God, 
and robbing him of his due!* Tbis peculiar view of the^nature of 
language exercises a most unh^ippy iniiucuce upon Dr. L. as a philo- 
logical inquirer. This we shall see as we proceed. 

But to return to the poi^it in hand : if the , 'y>n-u6e of the 

article affords a reliable test of the suitableness of a word to render 
Elohim and 0£o^, we wonder Dr. Legge did not put the words he 

* n is very strange to me that Dr. Lesge did not perceive how completely 
these views of his are at variance with &oba of fi^eeO) quoted by him, with 
approbation, on the 39th page of his '^ Argument." *' The error [of calling the 
Chinese shin flods] supines us with a fine speoimenj of what Bacon calls the 
idoLafori. * These,' he says, *are the most troublesome of all causes of error. 
They arise out of the commerce or intercourse of society, and especially from 
language Words ^e commonly giv^n^to things aceordinf to vulgar apprehen- 
sion^ and distinguish things by differences apfNreheusible to a common under- 
standing ; and when an intellect more acute^ and more diligent observation! 
yio\x\^ distinguish things belter y tlie words cry out ag^io^t th^ endeavor.'" . 
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proposes to use, " Supreme Ruler," to this test. Can he say " Su- 
preme Ruler made the world V* But it is time I should go on to " the 
considerations'' which Dr. Legge adduces to fortify his inference. 

The first is, The regarding God as a relative term " meets and ex- 
plains all the facts of the case." This is a resort to the true inductive 
method, an appeal to the usus loquendi — the facts of the case, and by 
this appeal we will cheerfully abide. The facts of the case Dr. Legge 
tells us are, " that men served the true Ood before they wrongly 
imagined any other. When they took his attributes, and gave them 
to other beings, real or fictitious, they called them by the name which 
belonged to him only." This appears to us a correct account of what 
must have been the case with the first men, those who used the primi- 
tive language; but Dr. Legge's proposition, " men served the true God 
before they wrongly imagined any other," is an indefinite proposition, 
which is not true if it be taken universally. If he says, Some men, the 
first men, those who spoke the primitive language, served the true God 
before they conceived of false gods, and that the word God must there- 
fore have been used by theni propria, before it was ever used impro- 
pri^, his proposition is no doubt perfectly correct ; but it can have no 
bearing on the English word God, or the Chinese words Sh&ngti or 
iS^/un, unless he is prepared to contend that the English or Chinese was 
the primitive language- If Dr. Legge will make his proposition univ^f,- 
sal, — "all men served the true God before they wrongly^ fmagined 
any other," its fallacy is at once apparent ; it woiifd require all men to 
have been monotheists before they were polytlieists, which is contrary 
to what we all know to be the fact. The facts of the case, so far as 
they can affect the present nations ef men and their languages, appear 
to me to be these. 

In the 10th chapter of Gfenesis, we read, " And unto Eber wtre horn 
two sons; the name of one was Peleg; for in his days was the earth 
divided,'' And in the next chapter : " The whole earth was of one 
language and of one speech. Arid it came to pass, as they journeyed 
from the east that they found a plain in the land of Shinar ; and they 



• The reason the word god in English docs not need the article to desiirnate 
definitely the true God seems to me capable of very easy explanation. The 
English are monotheists ; they hold that there is only one God ; this word 
therefore according to their fkith is properly the name of but one' being and 
«* designates this being in a definite manner, so that there is no need of any 
sign to point out the particular individual to whom it is applied." It is natund 
that monotheists should fall into such a usage, so that the word standing ab- 
solutely should designate Jehovah, and that it should require a sign to m^e it 
refer to any other h^ing. 
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dwelt there. And they said one to another, Qo to, let us make brick 
and burn them throughly. And they said, Go to, let us build a city 
and a tower whose top may reach to heaven^ and let us make us a name 
(or a sign) Ust we he scattered abroad upon the face of the whole earth. 
And the Lord said, Go to, let us go down and there confound their 
language, that they may not understand one another's speech. So the 
Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon the face of all the earth." 
From this we may infer that when Peleg was born, men received a. 
Divine command to divide themselves into separate groups, and go 
into different quarters of the earth, that the whole might be inhabited. 
Against this Divine command they determined to rebel, and as a rally- 
ing point to prevent their being *' scattered abroad upon the face of the 
whole earth/' they commenced btiilding '' a tower whoee top should 
reach to heaven," a lofly object that could be seea a&i, and would 
serve to bring them all back to a comreotit centre. For this rebelHon 
God confounded their speech, and by this means enforced obedience ' 
to his command, which they were in the act of disobeying. " So the 
Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon the face of all the 
earth;" and we hear nothing more of iht scattered groups, except 
those immediately connected with the chosen pec^le, until they come 
up, hundreds of years afterwards, oh the pages of profane history. ' 
Wtetber the men who were building this tower had taken God's at- 
tributes anchgrrefi-them to other beings, and called these beings by 
His name, and thus b^qme polytheists, we can not tell ; the account 

in Genesis is too brief.* ^ 

■ ' '- ■ ,.■■■-■ 

' * Dr. Hales (Chrondlo^, Vol. I, pag^a^) thus speaka of the *« ringleader " 
in thia rebellion ** The pnme author of this rebellion afainst the divine decree, 
and grand corrupter of the pure patriarchal religibu, by aahianism and Demonul- ' 
airyy was the Cuthite Mmrod^ ** the Rebel," as the nanifetmplies, who was after- 
wards deified himself under the title of Belus^ and supposed to be translated to 
tbe constellation Orion, in the heavens. And from the central region of 
Bttbd, this grand apostacy from the primitive faith, seems to have been trans- 
planted into the four quarters of the world ; as nroved from the remarkable fact 
of the general' resemblance of the patfan mythology, in these its two leading 
outlines, in Asia, Afirioa, Europe ana America; and fVom the conformity be- 
tween the leading doctrines or th^ primitive pagan priesthood, the Magi in 
Chaldea^ the BriOimins in the East, and the Dndcb in the West, as circumstan- 
tially proved by Faber in his elaborate work." 

Faber says, *' When the children of Noah left the high land of Armenia they 
journeyed until they reached the flat country of Shinar. Durinff their progress, 
or possibly before they quitted Mount Ararat, the ambitious Nimrod, at the 
head of bis enterprising Cuthites, accustomed them to submit to his -rule, and 
laid the foundation of uiat idolatrous apostacy, which he after completed at , 
Babylon. Noah and the three great paternal |mtriarchs were* now dead : and 
1 am strongly inclined to suspect that even before the emigration from Armenia, , 
the worship of the true God on the summit of Ararat, was perverted to the 
worship, or at least to the excessive veneration of the self-triplicating great 
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But lei uft suppose that^ up to the time of this act of great rebellion, , 
they had not forsuken the true God for s^y false gods ; a4iu)ttiQg th^se . 
t9 be the cifcumstafices of the oase, what is the weight of th^ MifcMr^nfC^ ; 
in favor of the fact that each of these groups of rebels would t^<;h 
their children, grandchildren and great-grandphiidren, generation a(ler 
generation, to worship the Uue God? Th^iy are rehelp punished witb 
a great curse for their reb^lion. Such n^n^ we know, do not '' like 
i^ retain God in their knpwledge,'' O^ wh%t tjhen are we to bas^ the 
inference that their descendants, aft^ the lap^ x^ several hundred 
y^ars, woul4 still retain a knqwlcjdge of the tfue G^d 1 L^pk a|; tho^ 
nations which, from their proximity to the clM^sen hwi\Yt ^re men-> 
tioned in the Scriptures, and what does the narrative tell us of their 
slate? What is the state of the Canaanitea, Hivites, ^c; of Sodom 
ap(| Giomorrah? To keep alive a knqtwledge pf the true God. upon 
t^ie earth, Abrajhapi is thu# add* eased by God : ''Get thee oi^i pf ^hy . 
cpuntry, a^d fropa tfey kigflred, and from t^hy fath^r'^ house, unto a » 
\^p4 that I will shpw thee." Th^rei^spp of thi^ ooinsi^pd wa^, t^t 
even ill t^^ favpred farnilyi thpuueX^pod hfid b^f-n forgotten, and the 
vvor^hip of false gods set up. ''And Jeahua said untp the people ; , 
Thus saith Jehovah> the God of I^r^el, Your fathers dwelt op the^ 
other side of theflpod in old tim^, evep Terah« the father of Abrahnrr 
and the father of Nahor ; ^nd they served other gods,** Josh. xx^i^^. 

Thus we perceive, wh^e we have history to lead ,'is,4Hfid are not ; 
Iffl to inference, thfit. by the tiip^ of Abraham, ;;^Dlytheis|n had become 
so prevalent, that to keep alive a knowledge of the true God, he. 
must be separated from his country T^nd his lather's bouse, fior there 
the plague had cominencrL If we icok too at the proneness of the 
chosen people to ^ n ' Jfl- - nh their God for strange gods, even 
after he had i - fu^e llis arm on their behalf, and led them out of 
Egypt ♦* i'-i., .. kedSea, we shall be convinced, that, with the 



father ?-. 'evesr 1 out of wliich he had been bom into the poBt-diluvian 
worl. .' Ki . on Pagan Idolatry, Vol. Ill, p. 238. 

In hid fifst uV.ime, having discussed at len^h, knd with gr^at leading 
ahd ability, »' .; . common originatioi^ of the various systems oJP paffanism, - 
he sums up h « opinion in these words : " Thus, sb far as I can judge, it ihdis- * 
puta,bly appea/n, that the i^ola^ry, ^y whiqh all the various nations of the earth 
were infatuated, was a system originally invented at Babel und^t the auspices 
of Nimrod and his 1 -uthites, and afterwards in the progress of repleni^ing the , 
world with inhabitant ;, Sv the variods scattered members of his bruken empire, 
carried off alike to the nearest arid to tHe most remote countries of the jgflobe. 
Such being the case, thoiigh the hypothesis of Mr. Bryant is eeitainly not 
affected by this circumstance, all those theories which would deduce the origin- 
of pagan mythology either from Egypt or from Hindustan', or from «ny other 
country peopled after the dispersion from Babel, must^ according to the Scrip- 
tural account of the matter, fall to the ground.-' />«d, Voi I., p. 74. - . ■ ^ 
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Hmited attainments in knowledge which the men of that infant age 
of the race had made, the temptation to polytheism must have been 
very strong — perfectly overwhelming where there was nothing but a 
faint tradition through a long line of ungodly men, or the light of 
nature, to instruct them in the unity of the Godhead. We think from 
these considerations, that the inference is against our finding, hun-^ 
dreds of years afler the dispersion from Babel (when they hive be- 
come sufficiently civilized to begin recording events, and their history 
commences), in the language of any of the trilies that were com- 
pletely separated from the chosen people, a word which answers to Elo- 
him when used propria : that is, a word which is used as the name of 
a self-existeut, almighty, spiritual Being, who created the heavens and 
the earth. At any rate, the circumstances are such that no one is 
entitled to take it for granted that there must have been such a 
word in each of the dialects now spoken by men, which was ailer- 
wards corrupted by the usage of polytheists. Polytheism may not be 
older than the word Elohini^ as the Hebrew iiiay have been the language 
spoken by Noah ; but we know it was much older than the time of 
Moses, who is the first Writer in Hebrew whose writings have reached 
iis. We think it is probably older than either of tftfe wotds 0«o?, Deus^ 
or Gody and shall in a subsequent part of this Defense state some of the 
considerations which have led lis to think that in Greece at least, <^6of 
Was used impropri^, long before it was used propria. It is time however, 
how to return to Dr. Legge's first fortification of the inference derived 
from his grammatical argument. 

If we admit the fact to be, iri the case of all existing languages, as 
Dr. Legge supposes, I can riot see how he can derive any inference 
from it in favor of his supposition that the word must be a relative 
term. Whether we suppose that the word god was first used as the 
name of the true God, and was afterwards applied to false gods, or 
that it had been previously applied to a number of beings, and was 
claimed afterwards as properly appf4cable only to one, would not at 
all affect, so far as I can see, the cjuestjon whether the word was first 
used as a relative or absolute terrri. To decide the point we are con- 
tendin:^ about, we miist inquire, Why, in either case, was this name 
given ? Ist, Whether the beitig oi* beitigs, as the case might be, were 
called by this name becadse he or they were supposed to possess 
certaiii properties or qdalities, which constituted them subsisting be- 
'irtgs? or 2d, Whether- they had this name from their being regarded 
as merely sust ;iiiirig a certain relation to some other beings or things ? 
To ptovc that it mdst have been from the latter view that the name 

8 
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was given, Dr. Legge qaotes a passage from tbe first cbaptier df Ro* 
mans, which appears to me to show in the plainest manner the 
incorreotness of his views of the character of the word God* 
I commence the quotation a few lines above those quoted by Dr* 
Legge. " Because that which may be known of God is manifest in 
them (marg, or, ta them) ; for Crod hath showed it unto them : (for the 
invisible things of him from tihe creation are clearly seen, being un- 
derstood by the things that are made, ev^i his eternal ppwer and 
Godhead) ; so that they axe without excuse : because that, when they 
knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful ; but 
became vain in their ifnaginations, and their ^Dolish heart was darken- 
ed. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, and changed 
the glory oi the incorru ptible God into an image made like to corrupr 
tible man, and to birds, and four-footed beasts and creeping things ;'' 
and ** changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshiped and served 
the creature more than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. Amen." 
With the same view, on p. 36 of his Argument, he quotes the words 
of St Paul in I. Cor. viii. 5, 6 ; " For though there be that are called 
gods whether in heaven or in earth, (as there be gods many and lords 
inany), but to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things 
and we in him ;, and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, 
and we by him.'' On this he remarks; ** Nothing can be plainer tp 
iny mind, from this passage, than that the apostle dealt with ^o; as ^ 
relative term, having its proper signification, and expressing a relar 
Hon, of which the one party could only be the Supreme Being, of 
whom are all things and we by him, and from whom therefore it 
could never be diverted, excepting by the depravity of men, and a 
falsehood imposed upon themselves. And this is the signification of 
the term, and thus it is dealt with throughout the Scriptures, Jehovah 
eays, ' There is no God ' i, ti no Supreme Euler, ' beside m^.' " 

It would consume too much time to examine closeiy both of these 
passages ; we shall therefore take the first one quoted by Dr. Legge, 
merely remarking on the latter, that if the words '*God'* and " Father," 
in the sentence " one God, tbe Father/' are both so clearly relative 
terms in Dr. Legge's view, that nothing can be plainer to his mind, 
we should like to know what construction be can possibly put on 
what is commonly called the orthodox statement of the dextrine of the 
Trinity ? 

In examining the first passage quoted, that from Rom. i^ 19, we shall 
merely give, the views of a few eminent conrnientatofs, and leave Dr. 
Legge to answer them if, after reading their views, it still contiauQS 
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so plain to h^s mind, that the apostle Paul uses ^o^ as a relative term. 
The first question to be asked, in determining whether St. Paul 
uses the word Ood as an absahite or relative term, here, is, what are 
** the invisible things of him/* which " irom the creation of the world 
are clearly seen f Bloomfield says, oUpet7a avlou mean *' his nature and 
attributes of Godhead, not discernible to mortal eyes." Stn^irt, ' A6pa7a 

means the attributies'or qualities of the Divine Being ; of course 

the expression refers to the attributes belonging to God considered 
a% a spirit,** Hodge, " These invisible things are seen, 6ftit^ under- 
stood, ihsLi is, hisi^ menial vision of which Paul speaks. The eye 
of sense sees nothing but the exterior, but the mind sees mind, and 
niind possessed not of human poioer and perfections, but of eternal 
power aftd dMnity" But we are not left merely to his commen- 
tators ; the apostle himself tells us what *' that which may be known 
of God *' is — ** even his eternal power and Godhead/' The power 
here spoken of is not, to use the words of TertuUian, mer^y^oc- 
cedeniis rei mentis,*' but an absolute and eternal property of the Being 
mentioned. 

If Dr. Legge's opinion of the way in which St. Paul always uses 
the word dso; is correct, then the word here rendered by our trans- 
laitors " Godhead/' should have been rendered ** Rulership," or " the 
state or condition* of being Ruler." How then should this word 
diiil'ns be understood? Stuart says, ** ^siilv^ is distinguished by 
Tholuck add others from ^nS^nQt ^or they represent the latter as 
signifying the Divinity, or the Divine nature, while the former is rep- 
resented as meaning the complexity of the divine attributes, the sum 
or substance of the divine attributes. I can not however, find any good 
ground for such a distinction. ^Bfil'ns is the abstract from 9so^; 
and from this latter is frirmed the concrete or adjective derivative dsio^ 
divine. To dscuv of course means divinity, and from this comes another 
abstract noun with the same signification. So Passow, 4sio7i)$r, di- 
vinity, divine nature. He then adds, "In particular, divine greatness, 
power, excellence, eminence, &c., &o.; i. e. 6si61rig designates the 
divinity^ with special reference to thesequalities — the identical manner 
in which the word is employed in our text." Bloomfield, '* his omnipo- 
tence and the other attributes of his. Godhead/' 

The next q lestion is, what is Aieant by the sentence; *' When they 
knew God, they glorified himt nob a$^G^ ?'" Dbes the apostle mean 
that they did' not- regard^ and^ treat him as a being, standing in such 
a relationship* to them, should have been treated ; or that they served 
him in a inAiiuer derogatory to his: divine nature,? 
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Bloomfield says, " the glorifying of God as God must consist in 
the thorough recognition of all his glorious attributes — his eternity, 
power, wisdom, &c., &c. Tholuck says, "To glorify God as God 
is to acknowledge him in the integrity of the divine attributes, and 
then, for the sake of these, to love, invoke, and fear him." 

Hodge, ** The apostle says, When they knew God they glorified 
him not as Gx>d, neither were thankful. These two expressions 
include every act of worship. The former refers to the recognition , 
of the rfwi/icj^cr/cc^io/is, the latter to the acknowledgement of God 
as the source of all good. To regard ^od as possessed of all eiccelleuce 
and as the giver of all good, is true piety." 

With one more question we must close our examination of this 
passage. Did their folly, in making an image of the incorruptible 
God, arise from a mistake with regard .to the relationship indicated by 
the word God, 6r a mistake with regard to the Divine nature, which 
is- expressed by this word ? That it is thQ last, alt thei commentators 
are agreed, and the nature of the case puts it beyond all question. 
Bloomfield, "They dishonored the glorious nature of the incorrnpti- . 
bte God, by representing him under the likeness of corruptible man, 
and birds, ifcc." Tholuc)i, " False conceptions of God gave rise to - 
f dse representations of him.*' Hodge, " Their sou! lost all right 
apprehensions of the divine character and perfections, and they were 
hence able to worship as gods, birds, beasts, and creeping things." 
Stuart, " They foolishly and inconsiderately indulged evil imagina- 
tions, t. e. base and* degrading views respecting the nature and attributes 
of God, and the honor due to him." 

I can not thifiK tihat Dr. Legge's " view of the term God, . . .meets 
and explains all the facts of the case." 

The second consideration, by which Dr. L. endeavors to fortify 
his view of the word' God as a relative term, is, that " the manner in 
which, th,e. name God is vindicated to Jehovah in the Old Testament is 
inexplicable ejtcepiing on this view." I wish Dr. L. had mentioned 
the difficulties which he saw in the way of vindicating the name God 
to Jehovah on; the supposition tjhat it is an absolute term, t. e. a word 
" indicating the essence, the being of Jehovah" (to use his own words), 
for my mind c?in not conceive any. 

We have seen at>ove, that Dr. L. admits "that appellatives include 
all nouns that are.npt proper ;" whethpr, therefore, this word is absolute 
or relative, it is^a n^methat^is confessedly comfnon to ijifny individ- 
uals, which is viodicatedas pjroperjy belonging only to one. But what 
is there, in the meaning of this word) if it be supposed, aa a|;)solute 
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nanne, to render its vindicationr to Jehovah, in the passages quoted 
by Dr. L., so inexplicable ? These passages from the Old Testament 
are, *' There is no God with me/' '^ I am God, and there is none else," 
dtc. If we suppose the word God to be a relative term ** implying 
dominion," if it be supreme dominion, there is nothing inexplicable, 
I admit, in vindicating such a title as due only to Jehovah. But 
what is there inexplicable in the vindication of this name to Jehovah, 
if we suppose the word to imply the possession of attributes, qualities, 
nature? Are there any beings beside Jehovah who h^ve the same, 
nature with Him, so that if the word be used in this last sense, it 
cau not be claimed as properly belonging to Him alone 1 The pas-* 
sages quoted by Dr. L. declare that poly theists are wrong, there is only 
one God ; but they do not say whether the word Ood is used as the, 
name of a Being, regarded as standing in a given relationship, or as 
possessed of a given nature : in which of these two senses the word is 
used, we must learn from its general usus loquendi. 

From the passages quoted by Dr. L., which give no intimation in 
which of the two senses the word is used, I must however except the 
last, as it is very clearly in this case used not ** to imply dominion," but 
nature. The passage is from Ezekiel xxviii, 2, 9. *' Son of man, say 
unto the prince of Tyrus, Thus saith Jehovah God, Because thy heart 
is lifted up and thou hast said, I am a God, I sit in the seat of God, in 
the midst of the seas ; yet thou art a man and not God. • • . Wilt thou yet 
say before him that slayeth thee, I am God ? But thou shalt be a man, 
and no God in the hand of him that slayeth thee." What is the antithe-, 
sis between " a man and not God," if the word God here only " implies 
dominion"— means *',Supreme Ruler" as Dr L. contends it does ? Wa- 
terland was so far seeing anything inexplicable in regarding the word 
here as an absolute term, that he quotes this very passage to show that, 
the vfptd implies nature, not dominion. He says, " When the Prince 
of Tyre pretended to be God, he thought of something more than mere 
diminion to make him so; he thought of strength invincible and power 
irresistible : and God was pleased to convince him of his folly and, 
vanity, not by telling him how scanty his dominion was, or how low 
his office; but how weak, frail and perishing his nature was; that he, 
was man only, and " not God," and should surely find so by the event. 
When the Lycaonians, upon the sight of a miracle wrought by St. Paul 
(Acts xiv, 1 1), took him and Barnabas for gods, they diti not think so 
much o^dominion^ as of power and ability beyond human ; and when 
the apostles answered them, they did not. tell them that their dominion 
was only human, or. th|fct their office was ijpt, djvifle, but that they, 
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had not a divine nature; they were weak, frail, and feeble men, of like 
infirmities with the rest of their species, and therefore no gods" 
Waterland's Works, Vol. I, p. 305. 

The two considerations mentioned by Dr. L. do not, it appears to 
me, in any way "fortify'* the inference he derived from his fanciful 
grammatical test, in favor of Gbd's being a relative term, which raises' 
so very slight a presumption in its favor, that it left, I suspect, on the 
minds of most of his readers, the whole weight of the proposition to be 
^stained by these subsequent considerations. 

In answer to the simple authority on which he relies — ^thtit of Sir 
Isaac Newton — I will take the liberty to quote a paragraph or two> 
firom a very clever and excellent review of the Doctor's " Argument," 
which was published' in the China Mail of the 23d May, 1850. The 
Reviewer says, " The third fortification is * the great authority of New- 
torn' The quotation from the Scholium of the Principia is in point,, 
and seems to agree with the Doctor's view, but can not corroborate it. 
Newton, beyond the limits of abstract and natural science, becomes as 
another man. Does not the Doctor feel this^ in reading his conjecture 
respecting prophecy, and his tracts on * Those two noted corruptions 
of Scripture V If he adhere to Newton in all these things, from the 
convictions of reason, will he not bring the great author to the same 
test here, according to the maxim quoted by himself, non enim tarn 
aucttnitatis in disputando, quam rationis momenta qucsrmda sunt 7 

'^ But is it not this philosopher's sole object to refute the doctrines - 
of the Epicureans, who believed in the existence of inactive deities^ and 
the Stoics and others who held to anima mundi ? Newton is main- 
taining, we apprehend, a question of factSf and not of the applicaiion^ 
of words. He does not wish to prove that the term God is equivalent* 
to the term Lord, but that God is the Lord, the universal Ruler over a 
dominion distinct from himself, which the ancient philosophers denied. 

" Again ; in the Scholium on his profound contemplations on the* 
works of God, Sir Isaac naturally views the Infinite One as the God 
of nature; and not as the self-existent, prior to all secondary beings. 
A plurality of objects is necessary to constitute relation, but when 
Gt)d dwelt alone. He sustained no relations, and the term applied to 
Him in that state is not a relative. Newton says, ' a being without' 
(dominion however perfect^ is not the Lord God ;' but God he surely 
was without a creature and without a subject. If Newton had been 
#ritiog a boolf. oC synpnyms, he would not have diefined the word 
God iperely by Lord, and made the- term relative because another 
tiijtl^of the same being necessarily implies r/elatipni" 
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There is one tbiag to be admired in Dr. Legge^s '* Ai^ameiU "— 
)ie lays aside so entirely the indefinite style, in which the *' advocates 
x»r ti and its cognates " have conducted their part of the controversy, 
and speaks his mind out fearlessly and fully. Dr. Medhurst, as w^ 
have seen, contented himself with saying that '* the Supreme in their 
jBstimation is variously designated T^uit, 2\ or Skdngii;" and " by 
,Ti the Chinese mefin the Supreme God so far as they are acquainted 
with him." Supreme god here may mean, either the chief god of n 
polytheistip /system, or the God over all, the true God : moe( reader? 
would perhaps understand it in the last sense. Dr. M. however, in 
bis Reply to Dr. Boone's Essay, says that the Chinese know as littl^ 
.of the true God as the Greeks did, and that they have nevtr cowdv€4 
;of a self-existent, almighty Being who made heaven and earth ; an4 
in his Letter of the i3th January^, 1850, " that when be employs th^ 
•Chinese phrase Shdngti as the name of God, in preaching, he doep 
not use it as even alluding to any bmng with whom the Chinese arje 
acquainted. Dr. Legge speaks out fully and at once on this subject r. 
:^e rejoices '' to acknowledge in the Shongii tff the Chinese classics^ 
.and the Shangti of the Chinese people, Him who is God over ali, 
'blessed for ever." 

What Dr. Medburst's opinion of the meaning of the phrases ShAngr 
ti and Ti is, I have found it difficult to decide from reading bis Ii^ 
quiry, hip B^ply, or the Letter of Janul^ry 3Qth. Dr. Legge speaks his 
.opinion out fully : ** Ti means Ruler ; it may he the Supreme Rulen, 
.or it may be any other." p. 28. Of the phrase Bhdngti^ he «ays, " Sepa- 
rate its constituent characters, and we shall translate them ' Supreme 
Ruler.' « Tienti ^ ^" he says, *' simply denotes, in itself, the 
.Heavenly ruler, or Heaven's ruler." 

Dr. L. on p. 22, defining appellative or general names, says, '' If 
the idea be of n dignity or ojfice common to many individuals, it is 
a relative term." The class denoininated by the Chinese word #1, 
•he here designates by the word ruler i they are therefore classed to^- 
^ether because of a " common office or dignity j" thus he sustains the 
view of this word taken in my Essay, pp. 59^ 60^ 63^ in opposition lo 
that of Dr. Medhurst, as eHjJressed Gn p. 6. of his Inquiry. " The in- 
ference therefore is that ti is descriptive of a class of beitigs begini^ 
ning with~the highest and passing derwn to inferior divinities, and is 
therefore generic for god in Chinese."* 



* In a paper drawn up by 0r. Medhtfrst when be #as proposing to use ti 
With a definition, as menticyned by him on page 6 of the letter of Jannnry 30th, 
1850, the definition he f ropoaed to use is as follows :<-** in this book (the Nevr 
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Dr. L. has so fbUy persuaded himself of the truth of this propositiou, 
and of the fact that he has demonstrated its truth, that he risks, and 
acknowledges that he risks, hn whole cause for Shdngti upon hia cor- 
rectness in maintaining it and another proposition, f iz., that the wor4 
god is misused, if applied to any other being than the Supreme Beii^ 
He speaks out here in the'same decided manner which we have adniii^ 
ed before : — " I may be permitted to intreat my readers lo consider, 
well the fundamental positions on which I have constructed the argu<* 
ment. If these be sound, solid rock — the presumption is that the 
building reared on them must stand. For myself, I can say, that if 
the two propositions (those just mentioned) in which I have summed 
up the preliminary discussion, can be unsettled, I shall feel at once 
that I must gird up my loins afresh^ and commence anew niy inquiries 
for a term in the Chinese language to correspond to the term God'^ 
p. 41. And in a previous part of the ^' Argument," after telling us in 
a passage already quoted, that-, " as Burdy as corn that grows ^ora the 
bosom of the earth is from God, so idso is language that grt>weup.oiit 
of the mind of man," he thus warmly expresses his sense of the. grei^ 
innpropriety of using a generic term to render a relative: "Change 
that mind« and you will change the nature of language. Depose the 
-old laws that since the creation haVe ^ver ned the association of ideas,, 
and introduce new ones in their room, and we may use terais c^ 
elasses " (generic ab8<4i»te<4ppeUative)r'^ for relative terms; la a wecil 
Jet us make the Chinese, and also ourselves, from being men int^ 
-beings of a new cla6»-*-thenj (mdmoi'HU 4/kn, can we employ the 
char^eter Shin" (beoadse generic) "to render Elohm or 43W.'* Pr, 
•Legge thus declares'ftn intenritnable^intern^ne war between absolutie 
and relative terms. Ifthegen^^ verdict 'shall be that G^ is ati 

' f • ■ . .» ] " I 1* ' * '■« " ■ ■ , I I .11. . < r 

Teat.) whertvtr Tl^^xHiura, it iaiiiot4i8ed i«i the penpie 4»f . Aiiisi^fi rtt/erc, but in 

the sense o^ celestial rulers^ and spiritual beings generally worshiped by men. 
•There is however but one? 7Y, the maker ofheaveA and earth, most honorable 
and without «amf«^, ba«ide« whom ao ^^her ought to b« worabiped ; wo tJiere- 
fore call him Tf ." 

' In the preamble that precedes this tfefinitibn', Dr; Medhurst stated, as he and 
his friends maintain in their letti^r of tbe ^th. January, that ^ Messrs. Med- 
hurst, Stronach and Milne contend, as they Have always done, that Ti is em- 
ployed in the Cliinese classics afld other 'writer^, to denote God by way of 
eminence; while it is used also v%ilh > rj^fer«tHce^ to oih&r beings worshiped .by 
the Ciiinese." From this definition, we learn the sense in wiiich they under- 
stand the word lo be ei'npLbytfd; when Vdeholt'^ " God by way of eminence,'** 
viz., »*the Ruler by Way of emineQee," "the celestial Ruler." Th^y say, 
'♦ Wherever 2'i occurs " in the New Test. i the_y use it in the sense of " celes- 
tial rulers," not *Miuman rulets;" it is plain therefore ifial they consider the 
hieaiiing of the word to be ** ri*(ci- " not ^W, and that .*' celestial riiler " is 
taken as a geuerai t-quivaleul to llie words God\ gvdy gvd^. 
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absolute appellative, and not a relative term, the fate ofShdngtif Dr. 
L. admits, is decided; indeed he has precluded himself from saying 
one word in fdvor of using it as the rendering of Ehhim (regarded is 
absolute) unless he hereafter discovers th^ ** H, ruler " is absolute. 
If then the reader, whi dijes not understand Chinese, wishes to have 
Uie tssne upon which this question, viz., Whether Shdngti should or 
should not be used to render EfMm ? presented to him in such a way 
that he needs no knowledge of Chhiese to etiable him to judge for 
himself. Dr. L. here brings the matter perfectly within his reach. 
He admits that <i^ means ruler, and thnt the whole case turns on the 
decision of the ppint,t Are Crod and ruler both relative terras or not ? 
If then the reader should conclude that CiW and ruler differ in the 
dne being an absolute term and the other a rdative, he miy conceive, 
from the lively picture given us by Dr. L. above, what sad conse- 
quences would f«kllow from rendering Elokim and ^so^ by Shdngti, 
And if he wi^es to realizemore fully the sad consequences that would 
follow from such a rendering, Jet him read over the Nicene and 
Athanasian Creeds, sotistituting the words ** Supreme Ruler " and 
** Supr^ne Rulership,- ' for the words ** God*' and *' Godhead " where*, 
ver they occur ; and we think he will be as firmly convinced that " Su-( 
preme Ruler '' and '* Supreme Rulership " (t. e. Shdngti) will never 
answer as the rendering of the words " God ** and ** Godhead/' as Dr. 
(legge can be of the correctness of the point on which he '^ takes his 
stand." 

, Dr. Legge confounds the name with the being. The Being we 
call God sustains numerous relations to us and to other beings, and 
when we wish to refer to these relations, we call him Creator, Ruler, 
Father, 6i,c, ; but these relations are not implied in the name God, as 
he was God before these relations had any existence. And from 
this fact, that God sustains to us not one, but many relations, we 
derive an additional argument against the use of any relative term to 
render this word. Relative terms can strictly and properly be. used 
to designate only a single relationship. Dr. Whateley defineis them 
^ follows : '' When an^ object is considered as a pasrt of a whole, 
viewed in reference to the whole or to another part, of a more complex 
object of thought, the noun expressing this view is csWed reiativei 
and to reldtive noun is opposed absolute, 4s denoting an • object 
considered as awhile: Thus "father" and "son" are relatives; 
being regarded each as. a part of the complex object father-and-aon j 
the same object designated absolutely would be termed a man,^' 6lc. 
. . This complex object of thought is changed in every new relation, so 

9 



Digitized by 



Google 



68 Defense of an Essay, 4'^« 

that if we have occasion to speak of several relations sustained by th^ 
same subject, we must designate the subject of which we would pre- 
dicate these relations, by its absolute name, the name by which we 
call ** an object when considered as a whoU^** and not by the name of 
any of these relations. For instance, we may say. This man is my 
father, her husband, his uncle, &»c., 6lc, ; he is a lawyer, merchant, 
European, Englishman, d&c, d&c. ; but we could not predicate all' these 
several relationships of this same subject, if we designated him by the 
name of any one of these relatidns. We could not say. This father is 
a husband, uncle, lawyer. Englishman, &c. So here, I contend, we 
can not, as the rendering of the word 6W, use the name of any one 
of the relations he sustains to us (e. g. Suprcune Ruler), because no 
relative term can be used to express all the various relations that God 
sustains to us and to his other creatures, as I have illustrated in the 
case of the word man. If Dr. L. should, therefore, succeed in proving^^ 
to our satisfaction that the Being, whom the Chinese designate by the 
term Shdngti, is to be regarded as truly and properly God, I would 
still object, as I said above, to the use of this phrase to render Elohim^ 
and 0ffo;, on the ground that Sk&ngti is a relative term, and not the 
absolute name of this Being. 

Relative terms. Dr. L. tells us, express the idea "of a dignity or 
office common to many individuals;* • • .they do not indicate the es» 
sence ;" it becomes therefore a question of much interest to inquire^ 
what being it is that the Chinese call " the Supreme Ruler,'' or ** Ruler 
on high." In my Essay I stated that this being was Tien, Heaven, 
the chief god of the Chinese, and that ShdngH was used as one of 
the titlte of this being. 

On this point. Dr. L. is very sensitive. Referring to this opinion of 
mine, he says, '* Turning to the SOtlrpage of the Essay, we find that 
Dr. Boone, to support the idea he is there advocating, quotes and com- 
ments as follows: 'In the Shi King, 8i^»yi, Cking^yueh section, 
p. 21, we are expressly told that ShdngH is the God of Heaven, 
Shdngti eien chi shin y^ Jt ^ 5*^ ;£ j^ iii' This is wonder^ 
ful. Heaven is the chiefgod of the Chinese. Then i9Mit^#i is the god 
of the chiefgod. 'Vail bonnet,' as Chillingworth says, O chief god, 
to your chief. It does not matter though your chief be only your 
own title. Thus and thus ' we are expressly told,' and though it 
seems rather an unreasonable requisition to you, there is no help for 
\i. Ah, chief god ! I am afraid you are like some great men upon the 
earth, vain of their little elevation, and worshipers of their sounding 
titles!" He then with great naivel6 adds, *' I really do not know^ in 
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^hat better or m^e kindly w^y, to expose as truth demands, the erro- 
neousness of such rash statements as that 1 am now animadverting on." 

My statement, which is no obnoxious to Dr. Legge, contains two 
points; first, that Sk&figti, *'the Supreme Ruler" is T'ien, heaven; 
iuid2dly, that this T'f'e/i.is the chief god of the Chinese. Is the first 
point correct? If we turn^ to the Dictionary of Ka^ghl, we find 
SMngti thus explained :—iS^^i^^i fien y^, Jl^J^*jJi *^ 
Si^reme Ruler is Heaven." 

If we turn to Dr. Medhurst's Inquiry, we shall find that he devotes 
the whole of his second section to the proof of this point, viz., " Tf, 
or 8hdngi% is said to be synonymous with ^ t^en^ Heaven. • • .Im^ 
perial heaven and Shangti both refer to Heaven, the difference is on^ 
ly in the variation of the expression ; the mode o£ expression is different, 
but the subject matter is the same.'^ p. 23. 

That Heaven is the divinity. Dr. Medhurst makes the foundation 
fact of his argument to prove that Tl or SlUingti means God. '* Thfc 
Word which most readily conveys to the Chinese the idea of Divinity 
is ^ 5r«cfi, Heaven : and yet in defining Heaven, they do not say 
that it is ibe Betng who is the special object of religious worships 
)i>ut say that Heaven is the one great One who dwells on high and 
regulates all below* They call Heaven the great Framer, from whom 
all things oj%ina|ly;come) who disposes of all things according to hif 
own decree ; in short, in the words^MQrriai>n^ Heaven is the unknown 
God of Confucius. In illustrating anything as divine, the Chinese do 
not say that it is an object <of reiigioiiftworshipy but that it resembles 
Heaven r when they wish to say than Ti means God, they assert that 
T, is synonymous with Heaven, and is one of the names of Heaven ; 
l^en tHey wish to exalt th^ir living monarchs by ascribing the roost 
exalted epithets to them, they call their emperor Heaven, or thci 
Divinity; his throne is Heaven's throne; his presence Heaven's coun- 
tenance ; his envoys, Heaven's messengers ; and his troops, Heaven's 
soldiers, fS^^c. When they intend to pay divine honors to imperial 
ancestors after, deajth, they )!^ '^ ^^ ^ associate them witk 
Heaven in sacrifice." Reply, p. 4^. 

Again : *' The most usuhI method is to speak of this Being, under 
the simple designation of T'ien ^ Heaven ; by which they do net 
intend the visible heavens, but the being who presides over all, or in 
other words, the Divinity." Ihid, p. 5X8. 

'' Ti is one of the names of Heaven, (or the Divinity in the estima* 
fion of the Chinese) ; the reason why Heaven is called Ti is because 
ti means to judge ; this applicatiou of the word signifies that Heaven 
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4s md€t^ ^Mewkd (wtr oM, without any privalfi f^^eliiif , dtc;., &c:" Fh, 
p 6. ^ On tbe »ext p^ige, explaining the sentence, which is from K^ngr 
ill's Dictionary, he says, ** A name is that hy which a thing is called, 
the appellation of the being referred to: that being is T*ien ^, th^ 
Divinifey in the estimation of the Chinese, and Ti being one of his 
names, it is equivalent to God in western languages." Dr. Medhurst 
here certainly regards T'im as the proper name of this being, and t% 
as one of his appellative names, which appellative, Dr. Legge contendft, 
is a name of dignity, or office, a relative term. 
That " the Supreme Ruler " is^ip^the opinion of the Chinese, ** Heavt 
en»" is ^o universally admitted^ that I can not suppose this is the very 
rash jitatement, that Dr« Legge feels csJM upon so indignantly to e% 
pose. We must the^ next oonsifier, what.the Chinese understand hj 
the word Citn. In answer to the question^ what is the meaning of 
the character ^ in the king andciaasics generally (jj^ 'j^), Chu 
fatsz' replies, ''Men must see and distinguish for themselves; some- 
times it means the material heavens (>j^ ^ ); sometimes it means the 
ruling power (j^ ^ ) *"^ sometimes merely destiny, fate ^t" In 
iny Essay, I gave the following explanation of the uieaningaof l*^it :-*t 

' ** Prom the earliest antiquitf to the present times, the two highest objects 
of veneration in the national rites of China have been called Tien ^ Heaven^ 
knd Ti ^ Earth ; and to the worship of these two objects, a sacrifice called 
kiAu Z4{, offered at the winter and snramer solstices^ has, from time ironiemo- 
rialj bed** appropriated. - ■ • • ♦ 

' ^ The question that occfirs to every one uImni learning this fact, is, Do the 
Chinese understand by these words the visible heavens and earth upon which 
they tread, or are the words used by metonymy, for the invisible beings who 
preside oyer heaven and earth respectively ? To this, we answer, it. is cqot 
ceded on all hands, we believe, that the material objects are not the objects 
of worship ; and that the words, when used as the names of objects of wor* 
ship, are employed metaphorically. What then is the object definitely desig- 
nated by the word (ten Tf? heaven, the highest of the objects worshiped in 
the natiottal rites ? 

' '^To thi^ question two difierent^answers may be given, according as re- 
gard is had to ope or the other of two opinions held by Chinese of different 
Sects, on this point During the Sung dynasty (about A.D. I lOO) there sprung 
up a sect of philosophers to whom the Romish naissionaries have given thei 
mme of atheo-politique^ and to whose views great prominence has been given 
in all the editions of the classical works published during the present dynasty, 
if'his sect would answer the question, what is meant by TVen? asfolloiys: 
pen ^ is ShAnpi:iU J^ i^t the Ruler' on high; and Sfu'ingti is li Jg 
the rule of order, destiny, fate. 
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. T f'Tbere i$ fttooth^r el^lss, hoiiieirer, wlio w6 conceive i represent the pbly«. 
thei8t9 of Cl\ina, and the old view«> of the »tate religion, as represented 
in the Chau Li (Ritual of the Chau dynasty, B. C. ilQO), who answer asfol* 
lows: The T^ien worshiped at the winter solstice is T^ien chi $hin ^ "jt 
||^ the God of heaven, and this Tvtn chi akin j^ jj^ ^ is Shangii, th^ 
ruler on high." 

* ** It will be observed that according to both of the opinions above expressed 
the word Heaven is used metaphorically, and that ^Pn the title of Shdngti 
it fll5f ^^^ ^uler on high, is given by both parties; but the one party so 
explain their views as to l^ad to a mere lifeless principle /i; what they say 

* neither wills nor wishes, actis; nor does,' while the other party leads us to 
polytheism, and tti regard the Tien chi ckin ^ J^ j|^, tlie Shin of heaven, 
and iheii f^ ^ lt)l ^ ]|^ ^® Ki (Shin, as he is also called; of the 
iearthj-as'tiie two greatest gods in their pantheon.^— fMge 18. 

, It will be observed that in the above view I omitted oi>€ of the 
meanings of T^ien given by Chu fi'itsz*, viz., that which regards it 
as the material heavens. I did so, because " it was conceded on all 
-hands, j' i. e. by all d time my Essay was 

written, " that the n J objects of worship." 

There are four or fiv ;h can all be sustained 

by competent Chines Dr. Morrison, that, in 

the Chinese state n se as a whole, and in 

detail, is worshiped reto they have gods, 

celestial and terrestrial, and ghosts infernal.'* See above, p. 38; which 
view, we siw. was also that of M. Visdelou. It can be clearly shown 
that this is the only sense ihe word will bear in many parts of the 
classics, where the production of all things is ascribed to heaven and 
earth; and that it is| the material heavens many writers have in 
mind, when they speak of heaven as the object worshiped in th6 
Jcidu, Take, as a proof of this, the names "expansive heaven,*' 
" bright heaven." The explanation given of the phrases is material! 
Thus Ching-shi Ngoh's explanation of the words hau and skdng ! 
'• Because of the immensity of its substance (ffl i. e. amount of prima* 
ry matter which it has), we call [the ruling power] Ildu T^ien, Ex? 
pansive Heaven : because its ruling seat is on high, we call it (the 
power, above called Expansive Heaven) Shdngti, i. e. the Ruler on 
high. See Eissay, p. 29. 

It is owing to this we suppose, that Dr. Medhnrsti as great a stick- 
ler as he is for the doctrine tliat T*ien is the Divinity, the Supreme 
3eing in the estimation of the Chinese, yet says, " The idea they (the 
Chinese) had of God, was of an originating, overshadowing , protecting^ 
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and governing something." Repljr»4i&c. p. 41. And in his Inquii'y: 
^* This appdicatton of the word ^/ judge, signifies that Heaven is 
mdely extended over all" &c.. page 6. And at page 25, (where he 
maintains that Shdngtt is not merely the supreme God of the Chinese, 
their chief god, 6lci) he Ways, " To all this it will be sufficient to answer, 
that the Chinese represent the being .referred to as, with respect, to 
supreme authority and universal dominion, synonymous with Heaven : 
now Heaven is not supreme over one nation but all nations ; it over' 
spreads the whole world, and is looked to with reverence by every one • 
^A«rf/bre we conclude that by Heaven is .not meant the chief god 
of the Chinese, but the supreme ruling povKec, known and acknow^ 
ledged in China and everywhere else ; the word being used in almost 
every nation by metonymy for God." ;But I'sh^l not pursi^e thiy 
subject, as my object at present is not to sustain any one of these views ; 
and this view of the subject has been sufficiently presented by Dr. 

in the quotations made from them as given 

which regard Tien, "the Supreme Ruler*' 
ason, or U, destiny, fate. This is the 
school, whose tiews have also been suffi- 
td are most easy of illustration, as they are 
ill the editions of the classics published 

Tth views agree in that they regard *' the Su. 

JShin ^ ^JSUl^" t^e Shin of Heaven," 

underst.inding the words heaven and shin- 

t of my Essay quoted by Dr. Le^ge is that 

name of a place, and shin as the name olf 

I, who presides in, or rules over this place; 

the proper name of which god is Tien, Heaven, and his distinctive 

title Shdngti, " the Supreme Ruler," or " the Ruler on high," as this 

phrase is rendered by some Chinese. 

It is clearly shown, I think, in my Essay that this is the-<>pinion 
held by some of'the writers quoted by me, whol suppose, represent the 
views of the polytheists. This view.pf Tien, as the proper name of 
this shin, and Sh'ingti as his distinctive title, is borne out by the case 
of the Wu Ti 35 'S? Five Rulers. These ,Dr. Medhurst allows, are 
gods, and that they are the shin * who preside over * the five elements;, 
now these Shin are distinguished by proper names, Ling-wei ngang, 
Chih-piau-nii, &c., and by the titles "Azure Ruler, Vermilion Ruler,"^ 
6lc. See Essay, p. 57. This is the view which Dr. Legge endeavors 



Digitized by 



Google 



Defense of an Ussay^ SfL 73 

to render ridiculous in his of&hand way. The view may or j&ay not 
be correct ; and if it has, to the reader's mind, anything ridiculous 
in it, when correctly presented, I am perfectly willing to encottnter 
bia ridiculdfoi^ holding such a view ; but I think I was entitled to have 
my own view piresented by Dr. L., when he wished to show that it watf 
absurd, and not another view substituted instead thereof * ) 

The fourth view is that of the pantheists. Tien is viewed as a com* 
pound being, and Shin as the informing divinity or spirit. The word 
diviniiy or spirit, may be regarded as either abstractr-^ignifying the 
divine energies of Tien ; or concrete — ^the spirit, soul of this compound, 
being. Dr. Medhurst thus represents these views :-^ .explaining a Chin 
nese sentence, which he thus renders, '* Sh^ngti is the same as Heaven ;> 
if we were to collect together [in thought] the spiritual energies of 
Heaven, and speak of it (t. e. the collection) we should call it Sh4ng*^ 
ti ;'' he says, ^' The way in which the Chinese rquresenl it issomething^ 
like the following : — Skdngti is Tien, Heaven, or the Divhtity. The 
sMn or spiritual energies of Heaven, are diffused throughout all na- 
ture ; when viewed- only as producing wind and rain, such portion of 
the celestial energies, if personified, would be called ^Sl ify Fung Peh- 
the Manager of the Wind, ^ fj^^ ^'^ ^'» ^^^ Director of Rain ; or if 
viewed as guiding the revolutions of the heavenly bodies, and the vari. 
ous seasons, would be ^ ^ Luh Tiung, the Six honcredOnes. But 
supposing ail the spiritual energies of heaven collected into one and 
personified, the name attached to the individual possessing in himself 
all celestial energies, would be 8kdngt%.\ Should it be objected that 



* Dr. L.*8 misrepresentation of m v view was, 1 have no doubt^ unintentional^ 
and arose from not adverting to the explanation |[riyen of this matter in the 
previous part of my £ssay . Though he renders the word shin. Spirit, and 1 God^ 
yet he understands the word t*ien just as 1 do^ and adopts substantially the 
same explanation of the passage that I gave, as we shall see immediately be- 
low I say the same, because I can not suppose that Dr. L. regards the »' Spiri- 
tual Being** who ** possesses this supreme power,** and toAo is the Shiingti 
(*« Supreme Ruler") whom he believes to be "God over all," as only the. 
spirit or soul of the compound Being Tien. Whether a spiritual Being possessing 
such power and dominion should be called a god or not, let the reader judge. 
If we are content to take Dr. L.*s opinion, we must regard this SHn as " God, 
over all, blessed for ever." 

t This view seems to agree with that set forth by St. Augustine, De CiviUte 
Dei. Lib. IV. Cap. XI. 

The subject of the chapter is *«De multis diis, qaos doctores Paganorunk 
unum eundem que Jovem esse defendunt." We select only a few sentences. 
«* Quoiquot libet igitur physicis rationibus et disputationibus asserant.- modo 
eit Jupiter corporei hujus mundi animiis, qui uhiversam istam molem ex quar- 
tuor, vel quot eis placet, elementis constructam atque compactam iinplet et 
movetrmodo sit »ther, utaerem Junonem subterfusam de super amplectatur ; 
.^....rnodo autem (neait necesse per cuncta disc'une) deus bnus de quo multi a 
poeta nobilissimo dictum putaat. 
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id this way there woald be two divinities, Heaven and Shin^f, we' 
reply in the words of the Chinese writer^ that Shdngli land Htanen are 
the same." See Reply, p. 3S. . < ; , , .: i 

The views of another class he gives usat p. 3S:^^'' Dr. Boone then! ^ 

^. 33) ailades to the prayers used in the national worship, according' 
to the ^ jj|§ Ritual of Ghau, and affirms that those prayers were ad*, 
dressed to the Shin^ Kwei^ and KU adding that they were presented at 
a time when the people sacrificed to heaven, e^ulh, and ancestors. From 
this we perceive that the objects sacrificed to were the great powers 
cif nature, with deceased progenitors; and that Shin, Kwei, and Ki, 
were the spirits of those objectb, sometimes used ellipticalJy for the 
objects themselves. The annual prayer for grain was said to be offier«( 
ed to Shdngtl, from which we are left to infer that Shangtl is includ* 
ed among the spiritual beings to whom prayers were offered ; to aU i 

which we have no objection to offer. But from neither statement are ' 

we entitled to infer that the spirits of the object sacrificed to were the: 
gods of those objects, or that all spiritual beings are gods, because. { 

Shiugtl is reckoned among them. It appears fnomthe whole that the 
Chinese prayed to heaven, edrth, and deceased men, for certain bless* 
ings;* showing that they considered these capable of conferring ther 
T ' — : -1—' — — ^ . ^■' 

Deuni namqUe ire per omn^fii, 

Terra&que, tractusque maris, ctelumque profiindiim : ' 

' Ipse rn isthere sit Jupiter, tt>8e in a^re Jnno, ipse in ttiari Nepfunus in 

terra Pluto, in terra ihferioi^ Proserpjna, in focis domeaticis Vesta, in fmbrorum, 
fornace Vulcaiius, in sideribbs iol el luna, tit stillct, in diY*nantibus Apollo, etc. 

hi onines dii decBque sift unus Jupiter." 

The reader will observe that it is Shdngti and Jupiter, the chief god of each, 
system, who is thus made the universal, impersonal power, recognized under 
different nameR^ alc^oi'diri^ to ihe different offices or works performed by this 
power. The sentence whi6U Dr. Medhurst here explains was translated in my' 
Essay on the RUppOHition that shin was here used as a concrete noun ; I am now 
satisfied that Dr. M. took the more Correct vi^w in re^rdin^ it as abstract. 
As the managementof the heavenly bodies, &c., however, is rather & divine than 

a spiritual function, 1 should prefer to render^^ J^ JBi "divine energies,'* 

and not *' spiritual energies " as Dr. M. has done. 

* If Dr. Medhurst's view is correct, that the Chinese worshiped, in the times 
of the Chau dynasty, B.C- lltXl, heaven, earth, and deceased men, and con- 
ceived of the fie&ven ai$d eiirth so worshiped as material beings possessed of 
spirits or souls; it is a great confirmation of the opinionsof Dr. Hales and Mr. 
Faber inlentioned a^oVe. 1 may nkention that, by demonolatry, both those writ- 
ers mean the worship, not of devils, but dead men. Dr. Medhurst's theory ex- 
pressed above, that the Ctiine^ addressed their prayers to, and honored by ? 
their Worship, the material aha Hoi the spiritual part of the object worshiped, 
seems Very strange: tafcfe the case of the earth, forin^ance ; that they prayed' 
to the Miud, and h<^ to the spirit aiiihiating this compound being. May we not 
better Suppose thilt the clafis of l^riters*, who!^ views Dr. M- is here stating,' 
conceive of heaven artd eatlft; tUfe sun, rtioon, slartf, Ac, in a manner answer- 
ing ito Clidworth's aniiti&tish gods, in Wllibh case they would regard the whole 
compound being as their gud— ihe object prayed to and worshiped. 
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ffboi things they sought. But we may obs^vfe thai lierfv>n, [«anh, and 
Lcestors were iAc heihgs on whoHi 'the^j; relief, aiiil^tYle^^ were 

prayed 4o.4niff as connected with those beings. Tliey woul4 ftot have 
p^^ te the^^ kwHi if those kttei tiad not bclojiged io tWilr dWn an- 
ee^^t^. So dao thfey «irbAM ftofl ha^ catlecl upon tliS sAi^ and Ar'i, 
^iScy had ftoC h^onged io Bea^n iind earth; which gjriik powers o/ 
naiifewere t^e f^jci^s of Mct> "worship.** 

' Tfeiis ^k aeife «hete are CoAr oS- five viewS taken bt tliis "Subject by 
diffefCiH^Chift'^ filters; aAd thertJ tibay bfe as raafty *nor4 for allt 
k'nbw^' iPkc'holii^A of »^sc views ^ agr^e in tf&Yxhg^i^lSh&ngtt; 
•** itic SuprenSe ft&1«'" whether (hey iftiAderfet^iid by this iVaihe ftcn, 
btiX^i oii^tiaftil thfe lAAt^di h^avetfs, di- aHf^ieds, ^nselesd, principle ; 
or^pn the ^hef, thfe iArn of heav(^h, i. e. a ^piritttal being, a god, who 
r^4^ in 5r riitl^ over Ki'^aiHMi ; or <^€ iAfdirrhing -divmity, spint/ or 
toiil of th6 i^fftj^UoA beiilg caHed Heaven^ br the divine eiiergies of 
iieaven-rall agKee in callirtg fieky iA >hichfev6i- bf these irays they 
unc^rstatt^ tli^ Woi'dj ** the ^aj^r^in^ Rufer."" IfKs ^hows thdt JSh&ngti 
is,' as Xiji\ cbiitinds, a relative tertti, ajtid doe^ '^ nbt'iqdibate the 
€55fn6^, dr expf^s^ anything bf'th'^ft«^'*'oifUie'Siipi'eriie ruling pow- 
er ; . aiid'iV^aB been vat the (^lit pose ^ itlthitraitlng thisTrnf^cnriaiil pointy 
im^. ribrc than to defencl my&eUT agalAst the ridicule of Hit. Legge, 
th^ t havej til'dis <^bmii)enie4 at leiigtti on his reias^k^ <^ my views of 
^idt^fand' ihi^, 

^ Fr0A'the viewl'oftHe tifiioese wri£eifs' introduced aVov^, another 
(aci is'a'^pareW'wnic^ is worthy bf oiir' e^p^cial notice : ii is that 
m^ ikf^ V^fl^ ' •f'ifc€«5Jii thai breaks iii upon ^^' *ffom these' varioiis 
esL^a^^ib^ cf ^teri, is th^^ tHe ^br^ sAiir. rrom tiie^hras^ 
"cifpaAi^ve ff(J4vedi .lliii^sipreiiie ttlier" (wiih its immense fci S* 
9ut^anb6 a^d, rying ife^t bki hi^^^ aria Tdu^ iPririiitive Reason, ana 
ftj destiftyy fiii6, we Jet no iiidicalibii that T^iVw, ih^ Supreme ttui 



.'i .. V- -.•! ^ ' * '-V ■' ' "M F.: 



/When Mfe iiddresi a nlaA, wt sureljr i<i nciit 4ij^i^inU9 bnn aAeir Or. M.*s 
dlethtjj, atid cmMin Hvfrethbr w^ are 8pe^iti|( Wt#e /laal^riMofr iM6iatl»rta| 
ynri iO^himi If by th^ 4bip aii4 It'l 4ere t«f<»Hr«4 to( «ii»^Mo<Iiertton««ii» tB4«i 
pefident^ieparat^ spiritual beings, who preside over ha^vpA and eartii, il is «« 
«My to ^i^r^ikiiA «.'t]^ tWy i)£ d»il«idei:ed ommw Itottorabfe aM ibmvb p0w«>i 
flll.tbla^lln^r of lii^<fl>(tilet d|iin«ii« il i^loii^itfersUikd whyM'iki^^tn\Mii)e^, 
U»e H>?f^iiitl ^ ^y aB;o^8i4ere4 m^re Miiorabfe *»id nMnie poWerl«! tfoan 
»IV;^cr waw^vUi'B ftQ)t««ii <ttfir^.«vin».th»t he^itnwMie §9 in^l» an objeei •! 
I^9npr, IfHtjas the ruj<Bn<^wgtejfcla n^ion : 6oJiere,ltiie *^Aof heaveu, mho 
WjCaHad Ig^angii ^ |f ^ i^ i^ot siii^ior-to the pijje; ^fe/ir oh l^ scyre mcxp^ 
ho*" being a Mm,; but is regarded asVhetbi^f of the skih^ and the Suprenn^ 
Kule'roveriheia all; be'caiise ofhi^ iriiperium — heaven. 
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: _ _ _ *=» " _ ^ 4 

arthe " substdnSf^ or *'«W5," in wHich the power is to inhereT* 

I Vn.thfs.jexpIaiiaMon, I;s|i^^^ two pr thrcjE? rej^arjf^V '/^*t^l^»(i1^Sf 

L: coHsiders' thie i»7iiii of heaven)to>be tlieiBpirit4hat*'poss^e9ii5t^^>ffif 

)>o?^6r; with what,nght thereforie can he^i^ompJain iif ,flriy,'I^||4'g thi^ 

skin *Vthegodiof heave»TV 2di This «Ain is caMftd i8Mng*»,iwhibh 

'^ terms," heisay^s, '^de;clar«thatpoase68ipn,and ex|)f^satbem($amiigof 

Ood unadiuJterated; without dim ^nation.aw^ w^hoidt iricrease.'^ if this 

be feo; inetead of writing ''fthe^od 'of heaven/* which Dr. L. bbth- 

pjaitfs ttf, \ Should^ have written *' the GOD of Heaifen." 3d! Dr. t: 

^els thf n^ed of some *' sithstfins^* or /■ ^-n^j ** in w)^ich" the supreme- 
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D^^s^ of an Es^^r 4^«- '^'^ 

]^trVf mlioated by the i^ati^e j^rm V Su)>r«aieB^|«r/! /'j$|PMi- 
^f^ aod he ftildii it>in.tlM»' 5A«n^the 9pibittS^ j^ing^h^rft^^ajl/^dii** flMI 
Supreme^bler/' IFthen gad ik a^Bhsoluie terrp,itbei zoQ^Hiien ipH^f^ 
aobelfaiulife,M :a»;Tertttlliafl.i6xpl4iIvs^ U»^ Ik. TU) here* ip»k€t9<fA«i^i fhfi 
** sHbituns "or "ens f' in whichi this Supreme Bo^^er teb$ree»,^//()if| 
gbdiof )iea?eR/' and iS&dn^fi,;the^>mcre tide, of Ibis jg0d4i.ii j u < ;. ^ ./ 
•If-k ifljitiy (tallingv f*itiiy the cfa&eC fiofd/ of tbefChmefe^jo^t^.^ 
frtMmff Wmvoiriiw VjCtocfeover dl^ Ueaii^^ for 0¥er/'vtb»^)>r..l«. p)egf|f4§ 
M ''ilhft riiflk4t«tefn06c'MKe ie^)MM»d;t6 exp<:y$a,,Iv«au>mljip\efd .^li J| 
bftve said ifi:«beprev)OMn pAxi of!fthi9ipaf»er4> QD tiie:ifi09nH?Bop)r .an^ 
Wfel^kip-Af tbe eUnes^, ito ahow that. iSftdiii^tf «tf Dpt:jthiC) J^ucf ,0^4,1 M^ 
es^nuniion^ofltaay oflmfiJ n AmidsH ^l tlif ( Y^fious, ff^.-confl^stii^ 
opioiitoli atff^ced^jr tibe;G)itneae<^)liei]ilfti8e^a^ lo^J^^a^r^iq, vn^, 
Ihefcilabt ^ heftTen^(a3id!^!^iiaylb)k^e\b^fti^s^^ahl|ji04^in>lbA 
ibidtk'flBOrifiee froiU thar/ earliest tbnsw vecpoHlfid iri) tfai^ic:itookfl^,eqd 
llMlt//thl9'ititb^>bigiieii aot bl. t«ofMnpj(affeyed]jpl€hiiv^. /It^fojl^w^ 
ll^refbiife, tbii^ th(Mfe mrds; wWetb^ i^ arei td uodei^siiiid t^ttm sltA^t^ 
ly ihc^jpiroperiy^WihetapboriieaUfi dm4be namep of t^idtt- two greatest 
jg^l -Ptiis mattek CBntb»f»f3itlnt»a luktsh^lt^iiJnle^ T^iemisibeOii^ 
))^ €Md, A<9 n^s»be^«Ue chbf'god.orsotb^'or dlfollihekitlie^^^ imiK^ 
fte'Als.!e4«i!ab; or^sbnie ^thev god^muatite sup^riorri^ hiNn\i n.^Wbiebiof 
^ti^ Wffl ]>r<^B/.-take1<iHe can not sdy i^a«-!l7*tM;iiJthejonljfi gpdtbo 
Chinese have ever ackn^wledgedvcp; wtorship^iandohe^iA^.welcpMie-Ttf 
Itiy ciF thecftber sipikystiiMe^he prefers; Dn.:A^h»fal<«et#ji|p a 
^ttutr, in behalif^of^^be^bihttse; fo^ a'moii(^bei8Mm'm 
^^M^onlb clajimipia^behalltof itiie Sreeki^dttlesopbera^ ^Ijhfiftril^aler 
iifiierit is; I think,' vtery|rash;and»adeiilited)toto^takftdth(i9feV^ 
^ ^ith> tbe facts of the oase^H-statiiig th^.iaote, ^^mif^1}Tf^i. fm 
Mltiself&tat^ thewiti other^uurtsof MamrriliBgs.ilSrbia (o9il4U ait^ffp^ 

^ ' DrJMb'el«tatemeHtofthepC)^haw>nfonotbii8ni \Bik$b(Me&^9\<\\tG^ 
ivbrilffi thinks thi^t the G]hsek4 t^ere bo^ -^pAQthol^ftiaitdi jip|]r()i^,^i# 
tllite^iihv^ timefr ^hfttJ^; artdetiteiidiag Ae^Xvhrd^#«9$yfH»m^l^4ii9)[})|^ 
iWo tldritis ihi diffififre^t 4^A^6e» (96e^di.l, (h <374)in ifauthd fifqti.f#icpih' 
"i^eyiiig what he eiidfs Ihe natural f^eaof €k>d> vi*^, omeil^erife^yi^iiq^ 
%W>hi]^r'of%b^ tmi^fer^^ '^ the otb^r us 'aUfdillg,tOl^19«f)»i9r{^^P^ 
j^ed itivisil^e^ iiltel)y^nf6bSj'wboti9^Vv'the^ objei^frjdfV.religilMM^jWPih 
shi^, but sutkWdflnate-^to tb^ one Sopraiae;) MfAVi^T >C}MMr^A ^ph^ 
■fbf* th'ffehaif if ike Gteeh maf be ailowed ia}ike)<yMlM$fiii ^, \^ 
ma3rbe considered asmonotheists^ because they believe in one supreniei: 
€?od, the AtdhoP and'RiUet ofalV Reply, p. 2. r 
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1^ jbefekse f^ an Ess^, 4'^.'' 

Cudworih ci«im& <br the nioAoivc ^fsos of the Greefer; ail Dr. M^ \imH 
i^lT shb^&oik pp, 41, 4^;thcit he was an absolutely perfcot Be^i 
Ay^^; MM^exiitiBnt, tih6 ^auae o( adi other beings, aiid >088e8Bin{(l 
totinke p^^v/ A'C or Shdngti^Dr. Afeib«ttt admits that he Is 
ho'where'sakl ((okavie'" cre^e^ tikis heayens and tiie •eaHh;" and tkalt 
we do not find -that th^lOhtheae |)vedkiate of 4ikuWi6«xidMnn» AoVdQ 
^•^^inbemb^ mj plme k which they i^preasly descHbe liim as ex- 
isting flreih «temily/' Agrii^tm pJ 41 of his Reply, he wvMs; ^Oa 
^.85, I>r.:Bd0A€f a«y^, alEh<yugh t^«dl«bit that the w^dsdaii » neVev 
jrs^ by the>€hine«^ w> detonate tte 4el#fexiiiltet, ah*ighty fieha^ 
#tid nmde hbaveta Ml^eiiHh, stfll wis ooMtend that the liigkifli Mug 
^Mey hate eviei' coAeelreid ^'is>-incliide4m the>ctaBs called $kimy We 
wfli' admit i^jlnfi patiW^e aibeve 9Mk^etib, Mdawe the Chinese 
hat^ ft^ iSea^f^^mhmbiri^ (ii^^rfinrj,^Ai);i andth^hMioMtwd 
6f ftoiftending M the fartter/ as werdo aot deny H.^^ fciowiagr^theM^ 
tetd^, a»Dr. M« dKlvI^canLnotunideastaii^ howheeould Write^^jWbil 
€Ml(^orth{ilb«l^i3#fMhehalf^^ fi^sfArfmay be aUom^Urith^ 
ekims^ wiidihef kkvf bei obastderedi te« ittpnotheist^r; !be<^«9e{ tib^ 
beKev4 in Mk &^iekA^\ <kAi Vm Aviikm. md Itviht ^ l/dV ^ 
mftttgtl ^i^abtohHell^ j^brfind^iBcjaf^ b l|«4b& AatbOv o^ ail^ of Mf 
Ved' alld''6a^Ulf The wfai^ft sfcatnuant ia ealbvilatedK tt^ niistesd Ako«^ 
dti&iiqu^idtedtdth thelkctBi^if the 0a9Q^ and f is iitrec.9tiq«l^a|bto ^Ufo 
ilr: M;^^ <yy^A! «skhowl|idgpriMnts giivfeo^ 1^^ : i ' , »/ i - i.n > 
': "tPh^ «otepating the^Chiaese i*f£iif{>rBfiadf^ Aotto(6r«idb ^Kn^ypr 
t;fit(iy Ai>^;de«i net tfiiply thai lli^>9e>9rti 

i^op;^b«6<ith^ irmdoh 8u4afi(yifii dbafttctj^r beiMft^ Oit) (dHef/0p4» 
^rtM^'^^diidin^tfeM; but wlMliiki^ >bei ^affilfsaed ih$\ tli is» 
a^^ ^y^yr«'MatHfiiaileigods^ wkhoMl Waesa^ a»J .ik^toMi Qrt:t;haae 
fehainct^i^M #hich <6stiiigiie& leMora^; llie .true l}od>; jIn .sqiii^ 
respects the Greek Z«ug is ?6ry superior to the Chinese T**^,,- M*ey 
•^ebildi/ea^hlatiicr ra^Uiit t}iia^:OMfiii[3ow<>^v(t'^Junt.tof g«»da |nd 
Jte6h,^'thri iHHer4*;*W^ftt*iSiip<^^ni^^in^ pi^ il^gl^; 

?f*th^i'ttre mauyactsl d'/iBii^ ymi^ortiky of hiatj, and such af, we 4J9 
liHt'^fitfd f tedicintea of ltiei%^ Me .h^^ to baUlioe , j(h^«. 4 innch Qphl^f 
^ractertin iHHertes^ct^. miuJiki^mi^9i4p^^¥«^^^t^ T*,ifh 
T6n1httttwitrary,irdpitef«BtipiiMte!; fawaa^le, i^pjeraon^l^ rj^n4 ia 
^myoP»Baiartiie^'aiiAialway»failll^^ ^\\h w*»onf 

^hl^A■al^<Wugsy»^yelt he'iS'^sSetttifdy d0yoidof»llho|i»e^K8 Zs^ 
4raJ, i»^ iudiflfeteht who<aliares with him^hehoiW of r^igioiw wofsMp. 



* To denote this maUlmomal, reb^ioti, T<f't »" .^^P Chiiieae cosn^ogoii^ 
ii called the ydng (male), and TC la the yi/« (female). 
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Dtfense, of an Essay, Sfc, "^ 

In the next step of our argument we find Dr. Lcgge differing from 
those who agree with him in advocating the use of Shdngti. He con- 
tends that Shdngti should be used to render Elphim and ©gog i^i all 
^^ases, whereas Sir George, Staunton and the American Missionary 
contend for its use ** only when the true God is intended to be signi- 
fied," and respjectively propose shin and shiifnwig as the rendering of 
these words in all other cases. These views were expressed above in 
propositions e and d. 

Dr. L. contends for the use of Shdngti in all cases as follows : ** I 
return now from this long digression to the point I was urging, the em- 
ployment namely of ShdngU in every case, to render Elohim and eeo^. 
It was observed that the sacred writers had no option of their own. 
Similarly, I observe, we have no option of our own. Our simple duty 
is to follow th<?ir example, and to give the name that we use for God, 
the Supreme, to false gods, in every case where the same thing is done 
in the Bible. And indeed we could not otherwise be faithful transla- 
tors ; we could not convey to Chinese readers * the mind of the Spirit.' 
Granted that it may at first seem strange to them to see the name pf 
*the Supreme Ruler' so widely given; this is one thing to be taught 
ihem — that the people of whom the Scriptures tell us were so foolish 
as to do so." page 40. 

Though I differ so entirely from Dr. Legge with respect to all the 
points on which his argument in favor o^ Shdngti is founded, and in 
the conclusion at which he has arrived, that Shdngti should be used 
to render tliohim and ^soc ; yet I must declare my full concurrence in 
•his determination to render Ehhim and 0sog always by the same word. 
The only objection which can be urged to this course, is, that the Chi- 
nese have no word, that according to its usage among themselves, an- 
swers to Elohim in both the senses in which it is used in the S.S., i. e, 
propria. This objection, instead of being with me an argument against 
the uniform rendering of the word, seems only to make manifest the 
necessity there is for our pursuing this course. As Christians, the 
Chinese will need a word exactly answering to EloWiiuand 9eo<; ; as 
heathen polytheists they have no such word ; we therefore must by our 
wsMS loquentU make such a word for them. So far I entirely agree 
with Dr. Legge ; " We have no option of our own ; we must select 
the most suitable word we can find in the Chinese language, and by 
our use cure all its defects ; in short, make it correspond exactly to Elo- 
him and Osojr, as these words are used in the S.S. Here, however, my 
^ rreement with Dr. Legge ceases. He fanciej? that he h is found ti phrase 
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in the Chinese language answering to the words Elohim and ^as wHen 
used propria, and contends that we should take this phrase, and make 
it by our use entirely correspond to those words. If he can prove that 
Sh^ngtl is the absolute name of the Being whom we regard as God, ^ 

there can, we think, be no doubt of the correctness of his conclusion. 
But this we are persuaded he can never prove ; the first point, absolute 
name, a point of vital importance^ he does not even contend for ; and 
as to the second point, that the being designated is the true God, we 
are constrained to call for much more direct and strict proof than has 
yet been attempted. The difFe'rence between Dr. L. and myself con- 
sists in this : he. contends that the Chinese have a, phrase that answers 
to the words Elohim and (s^sog when used propria ; but have nothing an- 
swering to these words' when used impropri6 : I, on the contrary, con- 
tend, that they have no word answering to Elohim and Qsog when used 
propria, and that shin exactly answers to these words when used impro- 
pri6. Dr. L.'s view makes the Chinese agree with those nations who 
have enjoyed a Divine revelation, or who have derived their views 
from thence ; as the Jews, Christians, and Mohammedans, in having a 
word that corresponds to our w^ord GOD ; but differ from Jews, Chris- 
tians, Mohammedans, and all other people, in having no word answering 
to our words god, gods. If Dr. L.'s view be correct, it becomes a ^ -^ 

question of some interest to account for the fact how such a people 
came to be classed for so long a time among the heathen nations of the 
earth. 

Should however his readers refuse to go with him in the opinion 
that the Shdngtl of the Chinese classics, and the Sh^ngtl of the Chi- 
nese people, is ** God over all, blessed forever," Dr. L. maintains they 
should still stand to Shdngti as the rendering of Elohim and Beog, His 
words are : " Let me observe that however others may differ from the 
opinion which I have just unhesitatingly expressed that Shdngti is not 
the chief god merely of the Chinese, but the true God also, such dif- 
ference of opinion will ilot justify them in rejecting the term as not 
being the proper rendering of Elohim and ("^so^ It is a relative term 
which implies dominion that inheres in a spiritual being. It ought 
therefore to belong to Jehovah ; and granted that to every being to 
whom the Chinese have given it, it has been given wrongly, it is for 
us now to take and rescue it from such perversion, and give it to Him 
.' whose right it is.' Jehovah Sh ingti will just express in Chinese 
what Jehovah Elohim does in Hebrew, and Jehovah God in English.'' 
If I understand Dr. L., he here contends that the title, "the Supreme 
Ruler,'' should be used to render Elohim and k%, even if it should 
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appear that the Chinese have never used this title to designate God 
proprie, but have used it only as the distinctive appellation of one or 
more of their false gods, because these words are titles which have the 
< game meaning as the Chinese phrase ShdngtL If we determine that 

the word god is an absolute term, this point of Dr. L.'s argument is 
wholly set aside by such determination ; but even if any one should 
be induced to regard the words Etohim and dsog as relative terms, he 
would be very unwary, I think, to follow Dr. Legge in his conclusion 
that these words must be rendered by the phrase Shdngt't, And this 
because Sh^ngtf, by both classical and popular usage, when standing 
alone or absolutely, does not designate indifferently any one of the in- 
dividuals who may be so called, but is the distinctive title of a definite 
individual being, and this individual being is a false god* 

That Shdngti is, according to common usage a singular, not a com- 
mon term; — that it is a relative, and not an absolute term; — and that 
being thus singular and relative, it is the distinctive title, not of the 
true but of a false god : — ^these points constitute the very ground on 
which we enter our solemn protest against the use of this phrase to 
render Elohim and dffof, when used either propria or impropri^. We 
have already discussed two of these points, viz.. Whether the Chinese 
- V Shangti is the true God, and whether god is an absolute or relative 

term, at sufficient length. We shall therefore here only inquire whe- 
ther the phrase Shdngti, when standing alone, is according to Chinese 
usage, classical and popular, a common or a singular term. 

And first, of the use of this phrase in the Chinese classics. On this 
point we have the most unqualified testimony from the pen of Dr. 



* To this objection it may be answered, that Elohim, when standing alone, 
designates an individual being as definitely as Sh.1ngti does. True, but this in- 
dividual so definitely designated is the true God, tlie proper object of worship. If 
it can be proved that the Tien of the classics is the true God, the more definitelj^ 
Shdngti, when standing absolutely, designates this being, the better ; but if the 
individfuU definitely designated be a false god, the objection seems to me un- 
answerable and fatAl. It was no doubt a feeling of the truth of this, that made 
Dr. Medhurst, when he maintained that the individual being designated was 
the true God, testify so strongly (as we shall presently see he does) that Shdngtf 
in the classics always. B.nd invariably means the same individual being and ^* him 
only.'* After, however, he had admitted that the Chinese do not know the true 
God, as he did in his Reply to Dr. Boone, and letter of ]3th Jan. 1(^49, given 
above, it was as manifestly foe the interests; of ShAngti to deny that it definitely 
designates a single individual ; accordingly Dr. M. in his ** Reply to the Few 
Plain Questions of a Brother Missionary," makes it " a generic term." 
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Medhiirst : " Dear Sir, you ask me if we iriust not giv'e tip the ttsb 
ofShiiigti. I answer, No, tintil we can find a better. It is not tire 
name of ttte chief idd among the CMnese, as your correspondent argues, 
but (when standing klone without any prefix) cdways and invariably , 
in every Chinese b6ok of note and worth, deans the Supreme Bein^, 
fend him only." Letter to the Editor of the Chinese Repository, Vol. 
XVI, p. 34. The italics and capitals iire Dr. M.*s. 

'* Mistakes are anticipated and sought to be corrected by the Chi- 
nese commentators on the classics, who supposing it possible that suck 
misapprehensions may arise, tell us disiituily lihatit is a mistake to 
imagine that the (laiUti) five rulers, presiding oVer the el^enrenrts, 
are synonymous with (Shaingti) the Supreme Ruler, that it is wrong 
also to think that the Supreme Ruler is unequal to'the Five Rdei^s, &c. 
Thus out of 175 instances in which the word Shdtigti is used in 'the 
Chinese classics, only one refbrs to human rulers, and all the rest to 
the Supreme Ruler" See Theology of Chinese, p. 273. 

Dr. MedhuTst afterwards in a pamphlet, eiititled *' Reply to the 
Few Plain duestions of a Brother Missionary," states the character 
of the phrase Shangtiy and the facts of the case to be directly the 
reverse of what he so plainly und uneqiiivocally testifies they were in 
the quotations above given. In this pamphlet, he says, ** The phrase 
/Shangtiy even according to the Literati, is not the name of an individ* 
tial being, but ^generic term at least for the six beings above men- 
tioned " — i. e. Tien, and the shin who preside over the five elements, 
the Five Rulers, who. Dr. M. says in the quotation above, !are so 
carefull^y distinguished by' the classical writers. As in the case Of hi$ 
testimony about the word Shin, mentioned in a previous part of this 
Defense, so here. Dr. M. takes not the slightest notice of the plain, 
explicit testiitiohy to the contrary oi ihe statement he is now making, 
that he had published only a few months before. To sustain his first 
statement that Shangti when standing alone always and invariably 
means " the Supreme Being and him only," Dr. M. pledged ** every 
Chinese book of note afid worth,** and in addition gave us the result of 
a careful concordance of the passfages in Which the phrase occurs " in 
the Chinese classics ; "from which it appears that the phrase Shdngti 
in 174 cases designates the individual being styled '* the Supreme 
Ruler," and only once any other being, a human ruler ; which last id 
ascribed to flattery. 

If this be a fair view of the use of the phrase ** in the Chinese clas- 
sics," who can dobbt that according to this usage it is a singular term, 
and ih'di Sh'tngti denotes a definite, individual being. Now what does 
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Dr. M. ipTddace from "fhfe Clririel^ daf^i^s" t6 set awite this\50*cte- 
sion 1 A single sentence from the Ilidu King (a very secondary 
chissic) ia which the e^infiMe^&rors ^(i^po^ tlie phrase Shdhgti 
must refer ndt t6 IHm, the Sof^renfie Ruler, but to the WA T/, or Ftvei 
Rulers. This is the solitary idstance Dr. M. can produce to 'add to 
the one above giv^n, in which in the cFassic^s the tit^e ShdngH^ ** the 
Suprfennte Ruler " does not deibigniftetfie god Tim. Dr. Medtarst, and 
i\\ other Europeans Svho 'have made translations from the Chinese 
classics, uniformly render ^ihe phrase Shdngiif when standing alone, 
** the Sopreme Rnler," and neKrer " a Supreme Rtflcr," or " Supreme 
Rulers." Dr. Legge, throughout hi& *' Argument ** so renders it : I 
think we ioay therefore take it for granted, that according to ^he 119115 
bquencU of the Chinese classics, the p^ra$6 'designates, whdn standing 
alone, a definite individua] befng ; and that the literati of the presefnt 
day, if we exhort (fhemto worship Shdngti^ woul^ nfiderstand 11s to 
be refer i4ng to the definite individual being so caNed 174 tifnlbs in 
their classics; the being whom the ancient emperbrs Ydu and Shun 
Worshiped under this title. As a practicaHlftlestioh, it is of v«ry 
little importance to me whether Sh^n^gti has been nsed in theclcbsics 
to designate any other being than Tien once, or thrice ; the really 
important practical question is. If I exho^ a Cohfdcianist to Worship 
Skangti, will he undersitand by this phrase ti defihfite individual being 7 
And then, is this definite, indiv^idual being, the true or a f^dse God 1 
If you answer, he Will understand by it the being whom Ydu and 
Sfmn Worshiped at the round hillock ; and -say further that this being 
is not ** the God over all, blesded for evfer," "but a inan-conceived, a 
false god; how can I, if the matter stand thus, exhort him to go and 
worship iS^Mn^^t 7 Would it not be directing him to commit idolatry 
by the worship of a false god? Is it any answer to this t6 -say with 
Dr. L., '' It is ti relative term that iihplies supreme dominion which 
o^tght to belbiig to Jehovah ; '' land we must therefore use this title as 
his appellative naitie ? If Shdngti meant *' a Supreme Ruler," or '* a 
Ruler'on high," thus:conveying only a general idea, which would be 
correct as Car as it went ; though such a phrase would not suit as the 
rendering of Elohim and 6soc, still there could be no objection to de- 
signating Jehovah occasionally by this title, as wb say in English, King 
of kings, &c. ; but since the phrase Shdngti is understood, not in thisf 
general Way, but as the specific designation of a false ^od, the case is 
entirely changed ; and if we, knowing a man would understand us to 
refer to this false god, should notwithstanding exhort him to worship 
Shdngti, how can we doubt but that we should be ki^ld responsibly 
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ibr ihe consequent idolatry that would ensue upon his complying with 
our exhortation ? 

Dr. L. admits that Shingtl designates a definite, individual being ; 
this being he has persuaded himself is the true God ; he therefore can 
have no scruples in exhorting any one to worship Shdngti, In this 
he is quite consistent ; but if Shangti designates a definite individual 
being, and this being he not the true God, how can Dr. L. tell his 
brethren who take this view of the case, that '* such difference of 
opinion will nai justify them in rejecting the term as not being the 
proper rendering of Elohim and B60€ ? I am constrained to pause here, 
and ask Dr. Legge if the fact that a phrase is the distinctive title of a 
false god, will not justify (! !) a Christian missionary in rejecting it 
as the rendering of Elohim and 6so$y what would, in his eyes, serve as 
a justification for rejecting any phrase ? He justifies his extraordi- 
nary adherence to the phrase Shangti, whether it designates the true 
or a false god, on the ground that it is ^* a relative term,'' and " not a 
proper name ; " and he appeals to his missionary brethren to say whe- 
ther *' the idea which they get from the characters themselves, and 
which they know the multitude of the Chinese get, does not terminate 
(observe, not in a spiritual being, or one of the spiritual beings so call- 
ed, but) ** in THE Spiritual Being so denominated." Here then. Dr. 
L. agrees with me; ShAngti designates '* the Spiritual Being so de- 
nominated :" if THIS " Spiritual Being " be the true God, it is our duty 
to exhort the Chinese to worship Him ; if Aa be a false god, we can not, 
as we fear the jealous God we serve, either worship him ourselves, or 
exhort others to do so. To show that the Spiritual Being, '* denom-s 
inated" Shdngti, is the true God, appears to me essential to Dr. 
Legge's success; even if he prove to the satisfiiction of us all that 
god is a relative term. If the phrase Shdngtt, by its usage in the 
Chinese classics, designates the definite individual being Tien ^^ and 
this being is not the true God, we shall be just as responsible for exhort- 
ing men to worship him, calling him by his distinctive title Shdngti, 
as we would be if we called him by his absolute name Tien, I have 
never contended that Shdngti was a proper name, but always, on the 
contrary, that it was a mere title : but a title, which, by Chinese 
usage, designates so definitely an individual being, that it is in effect, 
and as far as concerns the particular pouit we are now discussing, to 
all intents and purposes a proper name. A being may be as definitely 
designated by a title of office or dignity — by a relative term — as by an 
absolute proper name. We have a remarkable instance of this in the 
fact that Jehovah, the absolute, proper name of the revealed God, is 
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rendered in the English Bible by the phrase '* the Lord." Common 
instances occur in such phrases as the following, '' the dueen/' " the 
Iron Duke," '' the Founder of Rome," &c. In England, these phrases 
would designate the individuals referred to quite as definitely as the 
words Jehovah, dueen Victoria, the Duke of Wellington, Romulus, 
&c. And so too, in Chinese, the phrase Shdngti, in the classics, 
designates the chief god quite as definitely as the absolute name Tien 
does. The question here turns not upon the character of the phrase, 
but of the being who is designated by it : if Ae be the true God, it is 
lawful for us, yea, our duty, to worship him, and to teach others to do 
so ; if A6 be a false god, and any one, upon our e\horting him to worship 
Shingtt, should commit an act of idolatry by worshiping this false god, 
of what avail would it be to say that we only designated him by his ti" 
thy and not by his proper name ? If an Englishman, talking to other 
Englishmen, in England, shonld tell a number of stories of *' the 
dueen," which though true of the dueen of Spain, were wholly false 
if referred to her most gracious Majesty dueen Victoria, should we 
not hold him responsible for any misunderstandings and scandals his 
stories might give rise to— the phrase ** the dueen '* being by common 
usage, at the present time, in England, so distinctive a designation 
of Victoria? In like manner, we contend that when speaking lo Con- 
fucianists, the phrase Shdngti is quite as distinctive a designation of 
the chief god Tien, as " the dueen " is at present of Victoria in 
England ; and that therefore if Tien, the being whom the literati style 
Shdngti, the Supreme Ruler, be not the true God, we shall be respon- 
sible for their worship of a false god, if we teach them to worship 
Shdngti, without taking pains to warn them against the false god wor-t 
shiped under this title, at the winter solstice by Y4u and Shun, and 
the successive emperors of China to the present time. 

But though it be granted that in the classics the phrase Shangti 
designates a definite individual, the Rationalists and common people 
also use this phrase, and by it designate other beings than the Tien of 
the classics; therefore, argues Dr. M., it is a generic term. 

'' It would appear fi-om the line of argument pursued by the writer 
of the letter, that by the phrase Shdngti, the Chinese (Dr. M. should 
have said, the Chinese literati) will understand only the supreme 
Shdngti (query, supreme Supreme Ruler?) spoken of in the classics. 
According to a statement made by the late Mr. Lowrie, it seems how- 
ever, that the Chinese,with whom he came iit contact, were perpetually 
thinking of Yuh-hwdng Shdngti when he spoke to them of Shdngti,'* 
" We have proved that there atfe many other fabulous deities known 
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miidejr the name of 8hdngH» Tbe ^roi in therefore uot a pr<>per 

Bame but generic*'* pp. 8, 4. 

' ^^' Wg^ W*. *' We ba^e fro^ that (the T4ui«t use of the term 

Shf^ngti) three diflereot beings aU oaHod 8h&ngii^ (bat relative term "^ 

IpiBiQg made, pr<^r to an indivicJbial b^og in ea/ch case^ hp the, adp/nc-' 

<Km of the respective terms, YvJ^kwdngf Hiuen'4imf and Yu€n'tien. 

These examples completely refate the notiop that SMngii is merely 

tjfie name of the ohief god of the Chineae, and they abo.vif us that the 

name is used^st as the words Elohim and Aeoc*'* I agree en^ireJy 

with Dr. Legge that Shdngii is not merely the name of the chief geA 

of the Chinese; it is a ritie; I a^mit that this ti^e is not restricted to. 

a single individual, and that the individuals mentioned by Dr. L. are 

severally styled Shdagii ; but what I contend for is, that in the Coo* 

fijcian ol assies, when standing ahme, the phrase Shdngti designates 

the being named Tien or iidu Tien, the I^pansive Heavens, wor« 

shiped at the winter sphtiee, which being is a false god ; and that 

when speaking to a Rationalist, if we use the phrase Shdugti withoui 

any a^unct, he will likewise understand us as referring to a definite 

being, namely Yuh-kwdng, who is also a false god : so that either 

party, Confucianist or Tduist, would understand us as referring to his 

chief god, which chief god in either case is a false god, and no proper ^^ 

object of worship. Therefore, if wjb look at the matter practically, 

we shall see that to export either of these to worship Shdngti, without 

any explanation, is equivalent to aending them off to worship Tien and 

Yuh'hwdng respectively. 

' The American Missionary aays ; ** Brethren, you all know that 

experience is worth more than theory ; when the two clash, thp former^ 

must prevail.'^ It has been the submitting the phrase Shttngti to the 

practical test referred to by t(ie ** American Missionary,'' that has 

convinced the great majority of the missionaries in China that the 

title common to the chief gods of thetvtro native sects, (i. e. Confucian-; 

isra and Rationalism), can not be used aa theren4<^ringof Elphim and 

Asog, There was everything, w)ien the five po^s were ^t opened, 

to induce the missionfiries to make a fuU and £fiir trial of Shtingti 

in their new fields of labor ; puj oldest and most distinguished mis- 

sionaricSs used this phrase for God in their version of the N. Test, and 

in their tracts and preaching. Our teachers were all sure to be Con- 

Aicianistsi and to favor Shdngti. When we told them anything of 

Shdngtf thfit did noi agree with their classics , they listened quietly, 

and took it for granted we should become more correct in our repre-p 

seutatious of him, when we hecalije better acquaintf^d with (hem. Thus 
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^etythtnl GiHispiVcicI to imltfce the mtssioilBlrles to make trial of 
H^tingii, ftiid thiift \i\k\ hlis iDdttted the gr^t Aiajoi^tty of them to give 
h up(-^I ab fcAly peir^tiaddl to give it tip for ^o6d, and aH with good 
#^a0oii. Dr. M^hdtet) iuid thdte irho aet with him, iifst gave it up' 
f^r t^n4% kfA Ti, And how, rejeeiing tftl nMive tettn^, for Alo/w; in* 
taking which last position, they assure their brethren af the five ports 
that they " €(m not go wrongs'* they ar^ '* unmiHakably and intotUrth 
vkrtibfy ri^ht.** 

•' Soon after the opening of the ports, misaonaries proceeded to 
Nhigpo, Sh&ngh^i, and Amoy ; they cdmm^need preaching Shangtl as 
their senioirs were Accustomed to do, and the results were such as^ 
startled son&e of them in a manner never to foe forgotten. A mission- 
ftify at Ningpd, after b^ing there only li shoft time, wrote io in^rm hitf 
brethren i^ the doiitti, that the ude of Shiihgti most be ab&ndoned ; for 
that one of their number, having exhorted a man to the worship of 
Sh^B^'f, Und tohl him thai Sh^ngtr had dent his Sen to sa?e il^, wasT 
diet by the otfer oii the part 6f this man toshij^ him his god, whofh^re-* 
Upon led him into a t^onple, and pbin^ifng to the Image of i^uA^htodng' 
6'teil^ <the chief god df the Btationalidt sCK^t) said, ''There is the 
feth^ of Jesus ; there is tUE' god you worship!" 
' At Other stations, without the d^ghie^t oohc^rt wtth ^ach other ' 
Iftany of the missionaries coinj^hled o^ being thus inislinderstood,' 
from tilling this phr^ Shftngtl. A th6ii painful case k misappreheni 
iiOn oecttlrred in our own mismon. We Were Using a catccfiism on thd 
Cr^ed, and put it into th6 hands of'ftU %(^ho c^me to inquire of us our 
doCtrmefe, to giie thetii in id^A Of Ciiriiliiinity: The first Article 
^aii i»fefiderdd thii^: " F beWfe in Shdhgtl, the Pastier Almighty/' 
&c. A ih^n ofSf^6 ii^ielh^iice, Who read hii own* language very 
Wfell, kHet fcettrihg ute prdach, applied to the ReV. Mr. Syle for speciiii 
Sta(stifu<itiod ; hi g#^e hiitf a cOpy bf ihls diit^ihiSm, and requested hitd 
to cotne t^' his MQdy^very indrning. Thfe man came rcgdliirly Tor 
Some ten idays, imd cxliifbifted grtiit iiit^ripst. He rerid over whh ^Ir: 
Syle all the dltribdte^^ediCatedof Sha<Dgtf;w^hi6h wear^'adcu^tomedl 
tb p^eididdte Of God, ahd^^kr^A fo tinde^si^ifd tho^ou^iy Wliat he 
i»Oad. It ocf6utr6d ioMt. S. to ftiquir^ otife rhorhlhg Whether Ke foW 
JoWed "tfi^f advice he h¥d given hrrti ' at' the comniencement bftheiii' 
fttqiiiVies, to pifay to Sftlih^ii ^velry inforniu^ ahd evening. Tlie maii 
f Implied with g^eat siiUpircity, that he had not failed to visii his (empl^ 
%^ice a day for this purpose. This aUjiwer l^d to inquiry, and Mr 
S., to his in^i^pr^ssible grief, learned that the man had been understahdi 
ing him for ten days as recommending the worship of this idol. 
12 
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' Thus it will be seen that it will not answer to say, as many in 

Euglacd and America have said^ no matter what name is used^ if only 

^nder this name you tal^e care to describe the true God by his al- 

tributes; for the Divine attributes were set forth at some length ii^ ^ 

this Catechism, much stress being laid on Shdngti's having no6)riK| 

or image, and on his being a pure spirit; and yet the title SMngt\ 

was so perfectly identified with this false god Yubrhmngy in this 

man*s mind, that as soon as he was told to pray to 8h6^ngii, he, not-. 

withstanding all he had read in the Catechism, went immediately to 

this filthy idol. The reader will not be surprised to learn that we[ 

immediately, in our mission, ceased to teach and to preach Sh^ngtf j 

The circumstance led me; to make extensive inquiries of the Chineaft 
with whom I have come in contact, whether in town or country,. as la 
what they understood .by the phrase 8hingtf, and (he conclusion Ui 
which I have been led is this :--4he phrase Shdngti, when used alone^ 
without any adjunct or qualifying word to Hmitior explain it, aUhough 
it is used by different pi»rties..to designate. several diArent, beingsi,, 
does yet, like the. phrase, ''the Queen ''.in the illustration given 
above, designate a definite individuals, and is.ne«er used as the appellfch^ 
tion of these individuals ^e^atded wi a clasts, so as rto designate sinji 
one of them indifferently* If the individual. of whom I inquired was A. ^ 

a literary man, he understood by the phrase ** the beiing " so celled uk 
the classics. If he was a Rationalist, or one addicted to the worship 
of this sect, he understood by it *' the being " represented by the idol 
abovementioned, Yuh-hwang. . A third party understand by this 
phr^ife, Heaven and Earth, the universal father and mother ; a very 
common object of worship at weddings, d&c.',. though not comn^only 
worshiped under the title Shdf$gti, but under the name T'itnii. That 
by the Heaven and Earth thus worshiped, the vulgar understand |the 
material heaven and earth, I think, there can be no doubt. I havi9 
had a man in answer to the question, What do you mean by the Heaven 
and Earth you worship, and which you say is Shangtil — point with 
his hand to heaven, and stamp with his feet upon the earth; 

In looking at this matter practically, it shonld be remembered that; 
nine-tenths of our congregations are ponlposed of common peqplei.by. 
whom the Shdngti of the T^uists is mfuch worshiped ; whereas the 
Shdngti of the classics is vH.irshiped only by the Emperor : from thi^ 
it follows, that if in addressing the eoitfmon people we exhort them tq 
worship Shdngti, they will naturally un(Jcratand us to mean this beiv^g^ 
§8 was the case in Niugpo, and with Mr. Syle in Shinghai, 
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' But should our hearers understand by it the being whom YAu and 
Shun worshiped, this being, I am persuaded is a false god, as well as 
Yuh^wdng, and it is not worth while to stc^ and discuss the difference 
between them, as it would show great fastidiousness in a Christian 
teacher to choose between two false gods, which he would commend 
to his fellow-men as an object of worship. So that could it be made to 
appear that our hearers would certainly understand by the phrase 
Skdngii, the Tien ^ or Hdu-tien M ^ (Expansive Heaven) whom 
Shun worshiped under this title, at the same time with the six vener- 
ated objects and the hundred shin; and that they would in consequence 
of our exhortation address their prayers to him or tV, such conviction 
would not in the least mitigate my objection to the use of this phrase^ 
as I should have no doubt that they would be as much guilty of idola- 
try in worshiping H&u^*ien SkdngH, t. e. Expansive Heaven, the 
Supreme Riiler," as if they were to pray to Yuh'hwdng Shangti^ 
** The perfectly Imperial great celestial Ti, who at the extreme begin- 
ning opened out heavetif and who has ever since regulated the various 
kulpas, possessing divinity and embodying reason, the most honora^ 
hie in the glorious Heavens, &c." • 

Df. M. in his reply to the Plain Questions of a Brother Missionary, 
denies the fkct he hid formerly so positively affirmed, viz., that Shdngti 
m ^* every book of worth and note," when standing alone, always and 
invariably meant the Supreme Being, and him only. In this last docu- 
ment he affirms, on the contrary, that Skdngti is a " generic term." Dr, 
M. fancies that he has proved this la^t position when he shows that ini 
addition to the Tien, or Hdu Tien S pF^ Expansive Heaven of the 
dassics, there are several other beings styled Shdngti, But this is not 
sbffieient to prove that the term is used as the name of a class : it may 
be a name common to many individuals, and yet be always used to 
designate a definite individual, and not any one indifferently of the 
individuals so called. There are great numbers of individuals called 
William, Thomas, &c., yet these are singular terms, not common : in 
^ach different family, the "William" designates a different person, yet 
the speaker uses this word to point out definitely a single individual 
as the subject of discourse, and the family and other circumstances 
define who the person spoken of is. So with the title ** the Queen.'i 

"Thisia the title of FuA- Aioin^, the Supreme Ruler of the Tduists, giveii 
on p. 33 of Dr. L 's argi^tnenti We sballtaearch the ClassicB in vain for such 
predicates of Tie/i, or H'lu Tien, the «♦ Supjreroe Ruler" of said classics. Tien 
is nowhere described therein as he ** who ati/Ae beginning opened out heaven** 
(i- e. TUn), or ho " who .has eVer ^ince regulated the various kulpas," &c. 
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in EagUnd, 9t the pres^m ipofiiei^t, nolwi^Mji^iDg tbe f^ct th^ so 
inany have boroe thi^ title, it i^ in e^qct 9 prppfro^nvi, or, ^i plhei; 
)vords, it designates H. M- Vtcjloria as de^i^i^ly ^p ^ proper num^ 
ivould. Thia^ I am per8t^ac|ed, 14 tl^e p^sf wit)^ the titl^Q S^ngii, tli« 
^iipreme Roller, (t designiites, wt^en ^taifdtng fiooe, the chief gpdi 
of either the Confucian or T^uifit^ys^epqa^ ai>d, the l^iljf iff whicb 
it is spoken render? deAnite wl^icH ox^ i^ nae^t, as in the ca^ of thii 
coni!D^ proper naiqep WjHiam, Thomaa, ^c. 

I w )u]vi earnestly be^ my missipoary brethfeQ whoar^ in the jiabit 
of using Sidnjti tor God, tp in^t|ire quietljr pf their teachers and other 
literary men, and t'len of th^ coinmou people^^ what they respectivejjj 
un lerstand by the phrase Skdngti^ ffn^ I am p^r^uaded that the resu)^ 
of such investigation, if conductc^d carefully ^pd withoqt a reaorK 
to leading, questions^ vfWi be t^e coQvipt|an t^t by this pjir^ a 
definite individual being^ is alwaus under^top^f ^^ ^^ ^hiy beting 
tvill be found to j^e either thi^ TiV'* of the clasaic?> the Yuh-kufO^^oi 
the T iuists, or the T ien^tiy tieaven and Earth, ofthecommOQ people, 
if either one of these be the true God, this fact might justify one ii| 
using the phrase, but if tliey are cU( alik^ false^ and the hearer w)!) b^ 
sure to understand , us, ^ exhorting him to wprsbip 9,givm oneof tftpn 
(which one, his cre^d would determine), bow can ^ei if under these, 
<^ircumstances we exhort the Chinese to worship Sikangt% avoid ti^, 
charge of exhortjng them to the worship of a false god ? 

Bi^t it Shcingti shpufd he proved by claissical apd popular u^ge \fK 
be a common term, the fact that it is a relative tejrmi which ^' chfi^ 
not indicate the tssmce^ uor express any thin|r of th^ 6<^'itjr of Je|ipvah/'. 
IS sufficient to decide the questiou against it^ use tp render tllohim, 
and 0fo^. If the word by whic^i we render Elohim and 0^oq ** ^of» npt. 
indicate ih2 essmcel nor express apythiuj^ of the being of Jehpy^h," 
but \s merely the exponent of the relationship he su^tajns tp his cr^a*. 
tures^ what word are we to tise in our Chinese treat jses when we, 
spe ik of the nature, being, Rnd attributes, of Jehovah ? Hpw are we ti| 
express the doctrine of the Tripity by the use of this word, if when, 
W5 say the three Persons are one (jod, we meap to asser^ by the ward^ 
God they are of one divine essence or sub-stance ? This maitter has beeu 
sufficiently discussed wh^n we were inquiring whether Gotf was a re* 
l^tive term or not ; but I can not pass. on without calling the reader's 
attentipn to ope r^ar||cahle ppfot. 

The flomanists used.the character wet 4Q^ for the Persons, and the 
character t'i j^, substance, to express that in which th^ (meness of 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost consisted, In this they have been ft)U 
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lowed i^y all tbQ Pjfotffitftiit$ wbo^e statements with re«peet to tlie Trit 
nity I bave aeeq, The r^markalde fact in conneetiQii wiUi thU p<»nt 
tp y^hji^h I dfe^ire tp call the reader's aueoiio^ ie tbia : that the Chit 
nese writers themselves (without of Qourae having any reference to thii 
piibjeGt) explf^q the phrase SM^ti a? not referring, to the t*i ^ mb- 
9tun(i$, of the being aostyled, Talie,ibr instance, theesi^ananioniif itlMi 
word^ tHem ^ and ti ^ given by Obing>48z' when cotpmeming 
on the )8th Section of ihe Chan Li: Tip^yutiyikyA; t'itM ^m M 

■rkn (Heaven) and Ti (Bailer) are the same; [the name] heaven re^ 
^rs tOiita (the ruling power's) (^t ^) substance; #t, the Ruler, re^ 
fefs to ita ruHngy Sp also the explanlition of Ching ShI-ngoh quoted 
on the ^th page of my Essay : 'f iBecause of the immensity of iu $yb^ 
siamt (Ki ^). we call, it (the ruHng Power) Expansive Heaven ; be* 
cause its ruHn^ seai is. on high, we call it (the Power above called 
Expansive Ueai^en) Shdngti, t. e. the Ruler on higfa.'^ 

If we are correct in using the word /-I ^ substance, to express that 
|n which the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are one ; when we say ** thcJ 
three Persons are one Sk&nffti^" how can the phrase ShdngH, ^hicH 
does not refer to the substance of the being indicated, but only to hii 
rulMg, teach that the Oneness of the three Persons consists in their 
having only one t^i ^ substance, or their being con-substantiaU WiH 
the words " Three^ Persons and Supreme Ruler,'* express the Athana^ 
sian view of the Trinity ? ^ 

The l^st objection I shall urge against the use of the phrase 8Mng^ 
H to render the words EUokim and fteog^, is that it is a compound term^' 
eoasbting of aq adjective ^' supreme'' and a noun ** ruler ;" whereas 
we want a simple uncompounded word like God, Qn}^^^ ©socr. ^ 

The unsniiableness of such a compound phrase is easiest tested by 
showing that we can not thereby teach a strict and proper monotheism? 
The doctrine of the Sacred Scriptures is that there is but one Ood; 
a being must be. either absolutely God, or no god at all— -only God bf 
way of a ^gure, or improperly so called. Now then, if in this phrase 
Qomponnded of an adjective and a noun, the noun ti meant God, 
what would be the effect of using this qualifying terra, and saying 
'Mhece is only one iStopreme God;" would this teach monotheism? 
Doea not the addition of the elective supreme on the contrary, 
imply the existence of inferior gods? The belief in the existence 6^ 
only one supreme €hd is not monotheism ; but the belief in the exist- 
ence of only one Gudh. The Greeks, Romans, and indeed all the 
pi>lyiheislic nations we know anything of, believed iii the existence of 
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only tMe Supreme God; but this belief did not iBt^rfel-e with their 
belief in the exigence of numberless inferior gods. Hence Tertullian 
objects on this gr€Kind to the Use of this phritse ; he says motot admira- 
bly, '* Divinitas non babet ^railMm, utp«te unicaJ* 

' If the noun ifi means merely mhr and not god, all the adjectiveJi 
tn the world can not make it answer to this word, tf God is, as we 
contend, the o&so&i/enameof the Supreme Being; and not a mere title. 
To tay there is only one supreme Ruler is not monotheism, for this 
supreme Ruler might not be a god at aR ; but only themibte heavbns^ 
or a mere lifeless principle, primitire reason, destiny; or fate. This 
point seems to me so plain that I will not dwell on it> but will only 
request the reader to endeavor to dtate the Scripture doctrine of the 
existence of only one God, adding any adjectiVe he can think of except 
|he adjectife 'Mrue,'/ and see if thist added adjiecttye does not interfere 
|vi|b his statement of this doctrine* Thje adjective supreme implied 
inferior; ** good Godf would not exclude the Maniohsan idea of ^ 
malignant God; *'grecU*^ would not exclude small, d&c. To state this 
doctrine we must have a simple, > unqualified word ; we can hot say 
|here is only one good, or one great, or one supreme, God ; but 
must simply say. There is only one God. > 

Having shown the reasons which forbid us to regard the ChinescL 
^Tien ^ as the true God, and also why we can not use the phrasd 
^kangti to. render- the words l^lohim ^nd ^eo^ : 1st. because it is a merer 
title, and we want an absolute name ; 2d, befcause it is the distinctive^ 
title of a false^od; and 3d, because it is a compound term^ and we 
^anta simple uncompounded term to expi^ess the monotheism of thc^ 
pibje ; I now pass on to the consideration of the last proposition that 
I proposed to discuss, which reads as follows:—-' / 

. ( e.) '* Admitting that under the above-mentioned circumstances 
the generic name of the Chinese gods should be used, if such name 
can be found, deny that sMn is this generic name^ and affirm on the 
contrary that the Chinese have neither a name for any being who is 
truly and properly God, nor any generic niune of their gods; and since 
the wofds fSloh(im and 0sog must be rendered by a generic term, we 
have no resource but that of transferring the original word.'' 

^ After, making ample trial of 8/idngti^ 7**i«n*H,. and lastly 7>, this 
is the ground t^k^n by Dr. Medhurst and those who act with him, in 
theijr letter of 20th Jan. 1850.- They admit that Ehhim ^nd ^eo; are 
generic terms; they maintain that we aeiei a generic term to render 
these words, and propose to make one for the Chineae, as they have no* 
generic term for god in their language. I 
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.^Thd grouQii'Uken hy^ Dr. Ltegge is ia every poini tbe of^iosite Qf. 
ttiat maitiUtae^ by Dr« Medharst aad his friends, aod idso of. tha|, 
raadntained in my Essay,; and t. think it will aid the reader in getting « 
clearer view q( the whole c^me tp point, out this contrariety at thijs, 
stage, before enter ing.qpon the defe^Qse of the argument of the EsjMy.; 
Dr. L. -maintains that the Chiiiese Shdngti is tr^ly a^ properly 
God. We maintain t|iat the Chinese know no beii;^ who ia entitled^ 
to be called Gofd propria. .Dr. L^^maintains that even if iShAngtl is^nflt^ 
the true G jd, this ^tU ?hoi:^ld be used as the ret^dering of JEfohim afi4) 
0«o^; as such a tidier ^an properly belong to God alone,,and thfi^ w^rds, 
Elohim and '^6(^ beipg rfilativ^ teripsr— mer^ titles^ whip^^ ** ^n^t ii^, 
dicate the essence, nor express anything of the being of Jehovah ''^—. 
ih^j: mast be rendered by a relative term; Wemaintain^ on the; cpn- 
ti;ary,i tbat.as. the Chiu»^ do npt know the truei God, we must i^ot u^, 
t|ip name of ai^y individual god, but the general, name of their gods ;; 
tbatftbisitppeUatlMe liame must be a6£o/if^, and not m^^ely a,.lt<&,; 
because Ehhim a«d.^9>^, are absolute names that £^ '^ indicate tber 
e^SGf^ce, and express, sonjething *bQut tjie biding of (lehpvah.'? ,If it isi 
obiecte4fbat,!?cppr4iiiigj^Chin«{i^usag?, thisgen^r4a)U0P has n^jvert 
been employed to designate the Beipg M^de^n;tP:CaJ)(by this,|iaj#e;( 
^.answeti that4l^aj^sc^e^>na^i|e of.,^ c\^8», pf,i]^visibie,,beingiig wfio 
among them goveiin jthe worJid> and :fur^ sacrificed tq and addressed iq- 
prayer by all persons in tbQ,empirq|.ijQ all plfioea and at all tim^; a; 
class, iwhodividp among them all Jjhe attributes arid acts of QQP that, 
the Chinesj^ kcfve knowjfk qtidis^pur^ed about, — rthat such abspl^te term) 
V ought ^9 belong .to ,Feh|ovafr;.V tl^at tp predicater-r^. 5". jtbe hearing pf, 
prayer at tl^p «^me tifije in ev^ry Jipuse in Cbini^ of any invisible 3fing. 
but Hiui is false ;itb^|refore tbis ^4f)ae of rig)it belo^gf to {Iirp,^n4 we; 
mmtgxye it totIi^»|fpd,m^pt|ai^(t^ He, alone ;c^p i^ppei;ly hp callr, 
ed by this name ;: and thiS) lye m^t^ ^p to redu^Q ii^% Cb^ne^ P9/y tbeisoit 
to monetheism.' . •. - ...,j .- 'j ..,fj j, ^ .■.- ; ,;„ , .-7; . . ,. . , ♦ ._, t , „ ,] 
Dr.: Legge^« vtewiol"' the c^aeter )0^ tthei.word Gcid' 4iffer$:fim- 
damentally from miiiie>«iid: fronl that taken by Djr/Medhqrst and the: 
other signers of the. letter «fiAie 30th Jan:, and this difference afiects . 
our whole systons. .If > this woi^ is, as Dr. b.isootends^ on].; ^ title tof^ 
ofice or dignity i the mere sxptmem^^oiA rektionj and nol.the absolute; 
appellative name of 1^, Being so designated; it wrouid seem only ne-: 
<^essary to dedide definitely wbai the relation indicated, by this wordr 
is, and to render it accordingly. If God aean Creatprt this is easily 
expressed in Chinese ; if Rder, T% «^ is ready to pur hand : indeed, 
any relatioQship can be easily expressed. If this too is the cbaracier 
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i(^ Uf^d Vtid, it^nbe tid'ol^elii^'lo ide ti^ <)f the 't€fM pi^ 
[jo^d tti its rei^dt^n^ to say, *' tlh^ €ttiiie^ hafW n^^ltocifll^ attjr ' 
Bein^^'-^' Thi^ t^m WiH gtv^llherit1i6 id^^ #hflt itdit <^' jto%^ th6' 
dbetbiisdesigtikf^lfr;'' th^afteW^ WodM beVtherwbM Ood'* do^'^dt 
iildfeate the iisi^nc^, lior ttpttm'mi/mhgW ihi %^iht^ 6f ileh^v^/' 
Tti6 onfy ^^ttod to be asked wfiMdbie, Dbea^fhis^'Wotd '^ ^^hr^e 
cJleai'lf 6Xpi^^ the fict that the bieiil^ do dealgnaif^d d6e§ shdtain^he^ 
dt/htSte telatiamshlp ihdn^ated bjr th^ w^rdi EldMik &n() esd^t Ifisaf, 
ttl«h H Ci)dve]ri all the infohtiatioii that th^ iMA v«rhieh i^iid^i's «< t)rrjse 
t^^Mibe idoii!^ eMim add di^ir'' ^hdOld eioliTi^. If b¥. De^^ view 
of the Wo^d Gfod ti^ eorrect, theBe dkiiliVerd to thy itiiii^ woull be anfij^iy 
aiifficiieiH. ^ . "■ ■ '^i •» '. . ^' i- 

If hoW^t^Fj the words tUokim arid (^^4^ "aire thfc f&^bhiU apt>^n^t1ve 
ikHbeb df Ji»hot^h/ the^ f^adar wJU agr^ #kb ffl^ (hat ky Mndef th^tii 
by ^ itt)^ i^diitW^tefm WhatSoe?i^ is whoNy <6<i#^f'(he 'iqu^tibd;^^ 
add th«t it* no iMdlute appdlattvDdam^ of \W Chrti^ f ads 6ati W 
^dd^ th^ tbiB grdund taked l^ i^. Mei0tftie§t^ tfud bis fHedds id thei>' 
iHt^of tbe 90th df Jaduai^y, tiz.itbiAt^e'ttl^^'tiWdfl^th^brigidal' 
t«»ih^w« idd!ft idak6 Sdtfh aimbMtiM^ap^^^ fo^ ih6 ^hifl^se'-^ 
istb^lrd^sblutioddf boridiffilcakies: • i -o . . m: • 

< t oMI^cdnfibss thitt 6fet stlioii th^ <(iiiiefl«lbii>^V^U^r}dg ^IMlp^ 
tfdd^^ by «h^ g«d€lrk naidef of tbe^ €hidtti« g6da^ hlurbeM a^it«lefd; 
¥ have had th^ stjfcMifg^st Mpk^esliBDii tbHtthe^ Miftif 1i^V« bacb^a Mfdi' 
ib their ladguage. That stkih a p^te a^tbifey ^dfeftfld'h^i^e d«v^ 6eh-' 
d^ived of the eiistenbci of ady gb<i^ ^"dlh o# thd¥;'hWh^^ tb^ b^fii^/ 
they sHoafd lii^v^ nogebetat dtdiefo^ibei^-^botlhof Ih^s^tltiii^sb^te 
dittoed ifietedibl^tadife; aiid ttte dibre I hdve idi^Ubred idto the tdki^ 
tiir fVolih ibebhkiedel ar'dUtid ni^, Mi&il ibok^d ii&io^^i^^ <b6dk^* th^^ 
inbrci ftVni ha^ ttij codvictiod |to^' tff^iicttb^' dttlbcM |i^f6 a^ pbfp 
tbeists, and Ihstt i9Aiff» id tb^g^d^^al- tea^tie 6f ^Ir j^'s-^^^^ bd U^bid^ 
by what test we please, who aad what the Chinese gode^ krd^.*' -^ * ^ 

' 'f his li tile deBnltefK>iiit' fdk'i)afiooMiideniUoihr*at'{»eseht.; and I lAiist 
btt albw^ to say that^it ^an bniy Ited'to aii^«ndtow wsriof ivbrdsiuif 
O^e party so atiim^ iiki '^/^hAAgii vi tkA imenrely th^ chief god oft to 
fi^htti^fde; b«M iathe true God also^' lb be diebieU by tbe'Oih^rpafty»> 
wbile ihiiy h§ktti that Mm is Uie-^eri^ Acme of fhtf Chtn^slf godir> 
and tha^ ibese skin are n^t mere cp'irits bot-^bds j^ lo be dediedal^id/ 
ihiiesB bdth (iahies ^ill f^onsent to ctefihe their Jehnis^ 6W (pfopt'^y 
and god (imtiroprt^) and make prdof according to their definitions. 

I have utg^d abovie the important of otii i^gar<Hng the word Ood; 
whether, used prupri6 or iinpropti^, as tb(i imint ofa jBc4>^ or Beings 
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^aa the case may be), uid not as the meresfnbol of an idea. If the 
a)!ie%v8 there .exprees^ wetfe 'Conreetv they shouhl gnide is in the pr«- 
^fleutpart of our ipcfuafy. To .t»y the potdb^here at iawie, riz., Is 
Shangti the true God (God propici^} ? and/ Are the Chiilene »km^\da 
•Aud oof mdre'spittts ? we ehould itetermine what are the cktiraeicrutics 
<fif a.fieiiig,'Who is truly ttid properly God ; and also of >af being, whp 
46 a god jaecording to the; p^ytbei^ic 8eii8e:of the i^Vord ; nnd then usfe 
Ithese chai4Cteristioft«^ teste la astoftaio wh^her the STiifsit of ths 
jclasska.iud ^ Chinese Ji^'H are respectively God(propri^)ii^ ^eds. 
•Uutess. wecoiisent to this, our disoussiqns will onlj^ Head' to eiHtkes 
logoroaehy. ' . ■.-.. i ■ i .•./-! -j i 

When we contend that the shin are the gods of jtlie Chinese, Di* 
;Alei4h.ur9t^eplieSit)iat the^. are mere spiriis, ppt^godn; iheChiiies^ are 
jKilypn^supoaM^s, juot: poly theista. : To settle^ the pointy we initial in<|u)re 
•^what is i^^e, qHAJtM?r^?tiai;iG diif^r^oe MiiMe^Qiaispirit at^iStg^dTt 
. ;;Thf);Wori4 Cf(4$ whej^her used, propria «r mpiv)pri/^; is closely <tllied 
JiO^^ word^/?m>;;*^f* way be cMied the genus; God, god^ gocb, 
.^lie .#pec^^ : TJiis we sopi^ per^ive if we attiempt to. fbr$i e^ deini- 
tion of the word God , wliea used propria. No jrnatter wha^ attributes 
j^ power^ wisdom,' ^'C*, we may ascribe, to a being, if ih^ being be 
:m4leriaJ or corporeal, be is not God (propria) ; t6 be God. he< must bb 
^a spirit possessed of oerutiu ehinloteKisHe atuibuicis. HttLet ilw;theU 
JoQtk into the ifiatter mini|lely;i'and endeavbrito aseehain) 1^,.The 
-ciktra/^Unatic diiereuce between a being who is truly and plx^perly 
iGod, and a m^ce spirit ;. and :2dly, The chataoterifetie.diffeienee be- 
twieen aig<Kl, gods, ^ these words ard used by polytheislv, and mere 
.spidts. -r.r. .•-...• .1 

.. Td the question, <* What is God?*' the Wcalminist^r Assembly of 
.Divioes in.ihfir Laijger Cilteob^m, answer, ^ God is a\Spirit; inraiid 
of himself infinite in being, glory, bleasednissi,^ and perfe4tioa ;^.all suf- 
ficient, letcfrunl, unchangeable, tncbinprehBn8ible,:e?erywiierfe4we^iit, 
ahnighty^ kiM>wing iail things, nosliwiee^ most holy, asosft juM, ok>^i 
mercifiiliaad gracious, longrsu^feriug, and abundant in ^gckidnlefal ahd 
.fjrulh.''' •■»,.. i> ' ' . '^^ ■' • ' .'i (^: 

Melanolhon defi^is the wcnrd, *^ Dew etftessekiia spirhualis, intelli- 
gens, verax, bona, pura, jasta, miSerico^fi, tiberrima, tmmensne.poteb- 
;tiKBe et j(apienlt|B, Pater eteriHid )q«i Filium imaginemi attain ,ah "^it^rno 
igdouit, et Filium imaga Patris eoa9terna; et S^rstus sknotua .proeedens 
•js.Patre'et Filic'V ■ :.;.•• i.-. r.i . \ .. / '.! • • \i*,ii;, i.,*i:):;i 
- The first-artiole-of th e Churoh of E ng land rend s as foUows : " There 
is but one living and true God, everlasting, without body'; parts or 
13 
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ipassiousi «ir bfiiiUe pot¥9f» wisdoio^ and gi}od9es$, ihe maker otid pre^ 
■server tof all thing%*.b0tti visibtoaiHl Hivisible.' And in/Hoky of ibie 
;Crqdbead Uiere i>e tbr^e^PenKma^ of one ^ibstane^, power andet^rnity^ 
the F^tber, the Sw^ wid the fifoly Ghost.^' , : » >* 

. Theae defintiioii^ al^egree^>fi>r^e word» *' WitboiH body, parts or 

• paasioQ^'' are a niere. periphrasis (br the wcfrd sptWfv* AGcordiiig4o 
these definitions, God is a spiritual beings or essence, possessed of cet^ 
tain o^/rt^M^es which disttoguiab Htnr'from ^W^^hsr spirits Should 
it therefore he^a^rtned^of aay b^i^ that^he isGod (propifi^),4be first 
queatioB should be^ lathe afNurorspirit^'or ^.eoiopdund, corporeal bci* 
iug? Next, Is he a Spnrtt, " and of himself iufiliite in being, all^siif- 
ficientyj^ernal^" &C;,dl^.t4f a ^ ^^ « tMi ■ • / • 

• The Chinese I^teii ^, Ifea»^, thelStoprcttie^hl^}' tried byth^a© 
icharflcteristies ad a test^ is nkit G4d (phipn^^"'He^<is1idt sd^f^cfjc^tienit 

froncetenviiy ;< he is nfot tiie first principle ^f all' th^^j^the iBitf&ihg df 
ithe heavens and the earth lyerng. d;^rlbed to" iribther agekVby thttt^ his 
fay Coofi^iiis a^d his dis^ples; who tatach' us alii that ttm <}liines^ haVb 
predicated of hnn. This, I think, has teen sufflctedtfy shdivn in th^ 
previous part of this DeiWnsej ^ ' ' i .= j 

,v The question tbenr arises, Ifthfe; C^ittesehaVe oobeing who is it mi- 
fly andvpropi^rlf God ao^word in tbwt iangnage whiish. aitawei* to^Gdd 
i(priqpm^);'daa they have any vk^ that wilt answer for t^'tend0vtn;| 
fiof uBMJfm-andi^djrifttoGhMieseiH To thn questkmvi answer oohetfi^ 
tatingly, Yes^^it is quttefyoasibl^ for* aipec^letoihavehad.^ ^ti^fectte- 
•for& their miiids fbr-'Ctaturies^lDibaie diseoutsedatid'writiuai nkich 
: about .: it,, and yet never to JMnFet*iiisGDv«red the troth epncMniAg 
itf It is quite possible for « peoplev.iwfao:dD,nol know the uue God, 
to iiavethRDUght'OMSch alM>tt:iiifeiaoi)f^^ in-geiRit^l, to hiMre a 

general name ibrlAieir false g«iis,cand tohave ^osisd gveatly i^Raiost 
liwS tme €ted,cby thiK.iRFowhipfof ^hese^frfkj^^^^ = - - i -• ^^ - • •» 
If wc look into the. argnBtemt]£[»r the extstentteMof Gtdd >frofii >t]ie 
generai^ensent.oF iiiaBkJiid,a»>ii::'is pr«8e««ed by'mo^^W4PiterS| we 
. shall rfindMiatthe passages ^led Improve this pointy meat 'of tbeor^fer 
to mx&ffenetal vkmnfthe^ubject^^nd do not show that heathen <na* 
tidns gedetaHy have' bdievadiiinlsimtlle^ seliexnrteni^ spisHual' being, 
>the creator of the world and the 'author of i^ other beingsc ^ ^ l> 

< CaWin, ittbn inatitmesj waiting o^othifi point, thus ejcpreBsen himself; 
:** Certoiiily , iftbeveieiifi^jqiimtefi' where tt'isay be sc^ 
is unknown, the most likely for such an instance to exist is among tlie 
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dnHest triiies, *ttHiMl fem6Vf4» from ^dvlKztliofr; iMi, as a heathen' 
t«tl8 as, « there »}tf<yiiatk>niiol]iirliirb0fr;if6 rae^ sc> brmi^b, as not tol 
be iRiboeA^iih'tlie «6fa*ictiwi fhirt there*!* a Cted:' '* ^otn the trae of 
the oapttal G in both ^instanoes ttt ftlitoh Ihe wwd God occurs, we 
might toppose that Oalvin aaed tlie vord •1ierdpit)pri^, i. e. to desig- 
nate delUMtdj the tnie.G«d.;- but his 'tjootat Ions vhew that this can 
not be the case; Tliase are^ ' ^ u- •. 

: *' intelUgi n^pesw est de&i^ qmnfsiti^ insttmMeei^um velpethts i^na* 
taroogmtiohes^iMibeanis: Clms iMhss ^Mura ^Mcimmtiofltem'cfesrifsi 
ipsonini dedit^ eadem insenlpsit in meHllblis nt eos ielelfn<]^'e« b^ttttis^ 
haberemas.'' Cio. de^ Nat^Desr., *M. i. c^ 17^. '^ Itaqoe Ifirter omnes 
omnium gentium summa constat ; omnibus enim innatcMi est, et in 
aiit«oquaaM|iBsctdptu|n'«8setdAi^'' i{i.:iii c.:4. ^ 

i iiemtheword, id both^qooitatiiliia; whioh are eiled to^slK>v that^ 
Uierei is* my quarter- in^whtei^ ''Q«d is> u nkno w n ," is in the pkirai*^ 

'>-Wii8ios,}wbeDXQiiiiKntiiig 1911 'the' 'first lAi^^ of the Creed, to) 
psoveibat theJisi^faen dertrea^^ knowledge of God ftomthe oontempi*-' 
tioaof the heavens, quotes the foMowtng proofs: " I shall quote another^ 
passage irom'CSieero ;' ^ Whots so^sli^itld and iafrtaated/ nys he, ' as* 
not te perceive, aftef hainoi^ lei^ced^up td the heavens, that there are! 
(rods, or to ascribe to the opcmtion of dmnee worhs which discover 
s»|freat ioteUtgenee iliat scarcely any one is able, by any art, to trace 
their order and their rey^olnttoss/ Bnt why do I insnt od the oen-* 
i^iotioi»a]|d<dediaratioiis of individtiaisi Zaieucos, the lawgiver of 
the Locriansv by* » law which he enacts, hoond all his citizens tc 
acknowledges £li««iiv#f, from the'coiHemplation of the-heavens. Ac-^ 
oordfng^^ the. testinnciif 6f Diodosas^i^tthis/ ' Zakuens having beeir 
chosen hythe peoplirto Mme fanrs, and attetnpttdgto iiOBfirni them- 
by new sanctions, began by direloang'^eir attention to tiie cdesiial 
Gods, At thebeginnhig of the preaa^bte to the whole code he says, 
that the inhabitants of th« eity are inquired, fost of ali to believe and 
to be firmly persuaded that there are Gods, and having.' attentively 
considered the heavens and theiir astonisbing magnificence and order, 
to conclude ithat they are«deither>the ptodttction of chance, nor the 
workn^nship of man/ "' > 

• Here we see that Witshis,4o provethat the heathen derive a know-' 
ledge of God from his works, «nd that they aduiowfe^ ** a1>fvimty,"> 
quotes sentenoes in which the existence of Gods is asserted. There 
is very great loosener t{ expression on this point in almost every^ 
bdnk into which I have looked; Barrow expresses himself much more' 
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kiod»r,6i«ipt)}€M^ril»(«M^^ tiiiipertfitraHuieQ»db8erniig exmordiaany [ 

U> which B^t of b^ngs s9mane general p^^ be^r. in iHi la»ri 

gMligf Sf as^igji)e4;^ jvfimmngitff Hi«t fo£ €Mcamofig^iHL ^ soelt bdngci 
U^t(^(i«i)^ ^ iH)e»fitprte«K»rim«l nfedstieoxseUeat^ ii»MMii^ai«bljr^ 
Im^. io i aM? thq^t ^ilribiitQf^^af cwitdoiii^Iaiid poiver and^igooflDCiBa; : froiiK 

ings, and dispenser of aljjgaodi; Jtfl ^Moib oemeqireptly-auprenie^Fovie^ 
rp^remf^'^m^oh^diewae Are .^^ti&th Jbti^ jiiad the geiierfllisena^iof 
thef qpKwt 'fM^i?!^ moat^vKiiQifjiod mostiiMol^fmtiQaa aniougiinen^ tm 
whom therefore, in a peculiar and eminitni ma^uur ^e ^tide of 6M' 
(^d\lh^ \f HMtiai«$^^jitiitf«lo^.is ffn^^ria*^^ "^ '^^^'^^^'''t^^^ 
larard,^«;lltaol^|B(J^ jH«b,^withf»ulr a^i^Jonet;^ :oh lifnilattOQ^lBridiiBtniHf 
^01)^ Aft ovlf^i^iailnaDt' itn^ito^stood ^: to^ ivlnek K>Bnedn»^ fbr lalfer / 

Ommm^d^^Ihi»»^ ^«A Itoe^Uca^ifkel fi^fc».tbe)6c^teat^ i^ Jiloati 
Hi^irttelSit^aliilte (Mw« .^ > 

. fsH, the. aJimtst universal 4on9ent of heajthen naidons ilo theipdjitheisiit : 
8(«^3^>J)^^r«0iri«kthei&rBti^i^ Qf^i«)qu^)tft(i(lu, tJaieveiOan he,: 
l(th^iiktiH>idf^t)^^MhtM^^0jtolP(IJM^#6^^ {N»i)t|i»aided/ 

t^l^^fiaTi^ftria^iqiaiiofllMi^ Mfhid lhliai»!i«ll*enft hftve. <»aM.for Uiem^r 

wUbigi|lflilbb«lilnMi^^4H<»^^ i«ihQ«im>f«iclj^tbe«aei40wn) 

ijeir^v^^h^ beiingfi-",. SjNM<if»^>»«#^^ thst.Aftsaai^.na-! 

tioi^^afcxldii(«pi»l.^«gWtiof,|iii^ be,plw;€Ki.m a,^iflfcii©q^ 

eraeg»tjii4«iyi)jr(ilp^ctii0it^h«*^^ itUdfigeHi,, 

^iH-ioattMaoibifi^ifaangs^r ..,'>£/<>>- :mv* ->!- in ;■ i-- i .■ * "» ^; . .. i. . 
,^ Ihi^.siEssaiir, «^it% MttHt ipttg^ I eapreased tfiei^pMUon diat we* 
nojtfri^'fini^si^.^ttarti jiMy^cttill^ iHaof ; de^ 

signaiii^ anyitjite 0£a clajss.QfvhemgsMvho are all.regasd^ aotprciper. 
abjefil#rf-¥«^W|>^ffhw:tbftiQfff^lw Jnmi been iques- 

m^Pi/iM i^if ;^?£if«iAhuU9por^ [ 

Ahprr, (<?>i W.i?fii59iT5P^>T^ ih^ prieWhifety thew. 

Mt^Whe49i(.pur.Min^ Ui^P<«rter.Uy.of..any;^ the; rebels who wi^e 
»cg.tt^ri$d;4brpad.w the ft^ ofil^.^frthfroro Babj^l^ say B.C. J?554.. ; 
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D^fen^ 6f an Eisap.^t <09 

reliMfiilSf a; k^QlvMg^ of the irat God» wl^A'tbty'Cbiae up ibooh 
nolieei^D'iliepiigesof pro&ne hkMry^ say:in ^bift c€lib»' 9lb, or.lOfh 
AeaHirjr bcfore.'Chriflt^ ; * ,- ' / 

-. Wje naw abo.Y», jthat the anc^itoisof tti^Hujeefitpodple, it]4 the nt* 
tioQft^romxi tbeOH iMid faUeai8t»i4ktiatFj» btlot^Jth^tiineof AlbrdhaiH^ 

tiooi whtck miMiy aeem tto.ieAterUMi; illat»i p«tniirdtal tr^Ktki6iif< wHT 
pi^^ 6a«ffi^aoiQi» a tneaasvof toransiiiitElbf itfaia finub, Dnft^hnfe^li^ 
y^%,,mi^%,6nd.ia.'kfovAedgexd:Qod(umA&wtami^ word pro4 

|wid) ^monf efieiyi petiple, in. tkr first recorcb wis have ef^ their «xtCM 
teuee 49' a nation* A^ colm* oonatder^ion of the bilouiiistineeB iif 
t\M caae, itaee^ns to^oe, Mweiviaaaiijaiicb^eaciinptkMkvattd ^niMlttoei» 
oo tbeoQiilfavyi a oooiridionfihii iwe nhan^rcome to fehe enwriia*^ 
tioi^ of ibe imi\^ 4<^imeot«s0f any t>^ple, when mt deaire tc^ Jearnl 
¥^h9l tb0ir:nd%ieift8i omed^ fiaaayWUbaatiuia. perfectly unbiaAed, 9^id> 
ba^e onr Awakm^hoUp «H^ea the 6m;Is aiade kaoiro ioi Hsu If w^ 
do thin ib th^caae of the Grael^s and itoBiiintoy/wftafaali,'! ihifik^ oatm 
oMe th9titbliirili^9P«Mge o£ a^monadiQ B$4c was owing^ not ^o ltd(B*{ 
tp^^ butto>tbeii^ f^l06ii|ip^ ; or^iM^aay rate, if deriticd frchai tradition^) 
thsit this tiad«|iKmmi8 not hifuded down fron ttbe patriarchs, ^ their. 
cimn^<mctUiw$;m!t\ recorded b]^4heirH>w»p«c<^ and other «flrfyt0rE#eirs > 
but was gained by tfaiitr.phtlo^her^'ft a comparaUvety iHode^ dater 
in tbeir Ibreigir) travels* . .v . p 

r Ijk we take H^iner^ Heaiod^ and Oi^heds asithe oldest Greeks aiH 
thors vbose prodttctions have eome 4own tt>«w, hoW mboh do we finch 
ill the^etwriteiey*^. aiSptiiitiid.^AMig ki And of biniselfB* ^^xistingi 
firom eterniiyy rthe^ Creeled 0f 4hef ^woeld.naQdl thSe tAuthortof Wfetf^ 
thiqg QiUrin^ia^O! iiifpur^lf l< ** Jei(he\i{eikierie/ ^qema, Ojeean^ts t^m-; 
^d the priginiof^Ae ^4m{» jandfoftidl t^Mdgs, though inpite^iadottmehly^ 
described.aa.th^ feather of |rodfl'aMliii»e&r'^* - ' j \ v .ir 
' ^* Homer Vepvfe8ebt8Falhef'Otoeamishas^eg^eFal6r-of^tt'thiY]^sr."f 
III wteit pari dif the Hiali'oifQdyiS^e^ sHullr iire^fid arheiiigi caUed>'eiMr( 
who is supj^rioTi tO'^Z^u^^ who is self^stent ;'^4he)€reator-of< heaven* 
4nd i^rthitfid, ocean; of ^^fitf^, and ^^fekii.tte : .■■^■tt ■., 

*' Fim in order 4>f time (weare li^ld byiiesiod);caQieChaosf; nextt 
Gsa^, the bF€M|d,!fir«rAnd flatEaiTth, with deep :and dark iTanaau&ait 
her base. Erfis j(Lf)^e), the sohdii^r of gf^:«as.wdl asinen^ oaoseim^ 
mediately afierwardsi From Qifaoa. sprung Erehua «nd Nyx; finom^ 

T : — ■ ". ' '"'f.. : ;- ' ' ■ : ^ ' ' -^v-: !^ i . ' — ^ — : ' : ■ ' ■ ■ ■ V — f / ' ■ ' " i ■ ; 

*Thirlwair8 History of Greece. 

^ Brucker, Uistoria Critica Philosophi®, Tom. IL quoted in Elton's Remains 
of liesiod. . ...I 
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^lesebtter iGiher andJiemera.'^ CUiiialM gsrre birthPUd flraiKM,^ 
tifiiid iti l>read$li''to'lierMif/ ifn Girder «> Mvire both "aft nm m^mrehkg^^ 
v«idt to her, and as a raitdeiice Ibir the imtnorial godii| shfe fiill9i^> 
pc0d«eeditb6^«H|tai«i» nal>hialRttfl|i ^' Ihcrdiviui^ nfftitHM, «itd I^b* 
uw, the^Mtfrai'iaad billowy sea. fh^ti Oa^^t^nNiarrled'U^lifU^atio^'- 
aiidllMii^ elite miim '«atA«i a ifoiKev^As dffifirifig^'-^Wdte 7ttdni» artd' 
Titarodes/tfaree Cjclopes; alid three Hekatodchei'res/or beiil^ with a* 
bmaired .1iafid9:eaok -ThcrTiliikMiwerd€k6aiiu6,'i^feia/l^^ 
na% lapeteB, and Knnios : 4be TitanidM, Theia, Rhea^Tlkeftnt; Aiiie* 
Hfeoayne, Phooba^ atid Ttihya.f HjCnMibii^iid Rh^a^titetn^ury ; ** bat 
KroBOBt Ibtebod^d to?hftiiflalf:dQati«ett«in ft^mnVone'iofiiis own eM-' 
dreel^aad ai cmrdiii gly aa^flWjW aaanryftf dfeaawere born, he Immediately 
8imU0iaed?(faein j and «et»ified> them^ lflii)ii^6WA» l^%. Ift' this nantier ' 
had th«<ii« firai beeivtreated^^and Bihea 'was^ <^ the {mittt of tbeilngf 
debverad^f Zeu&t ,> 6n0T«d(iafid4tid^iliiiiC ix did loBs^lter chl}di>er»/ 
she applied to ecMmaet lo^her fathpr^and^ Another, tfram^aA^'Ottti,' 
wha^aiidtd! h^r,]to:ef>ii«dii'thie biVtii^of' Zmia. They c6n?ey^d her by> 
night t9 LyotuBiiif 'Cnetir, h^d the^ if^wabom 45hild' itf a iW«i6dy eav<erfi» 
Qn'Mouiit Ida^i and.g«re ta Kronais; In fyl^3$*^ it, a'$tonti^> wrapp^ ki' 
swaddling-oloiheB^ which lUfgr^edil j^^^aYl^wed, i^eiieviiig* il to be iiisf 
cWdi .Thus WW* the mh\f ^■> Zeu» en^*^A^'* ' Attd thia behlf ia» 
tftbe henoefePtb the chief fod/fh« FuthW «f godi and tii^ti. ' ' 
There couid sureiy be no knowledge of a seff^i^t^nt^'aihSefstaitd^ 
iiig:BetDf| whbiwai^nhe first prih<$f{]A^otFall ^hia^, aWtoh^'thoiNK w^ 
douldi write ^ndiibeiieveMeli ^ :cmmt}ffAi{f ^ iliat'* above fivem. if 
Isomer di^dlbalknredt4^'the(exi$iiMi^ beihg wHo ia6«dd «rtl*fi 

witpraperiy : be^soyiadaQod; ^otttd the iiate wHtteiii i)»e$hvoV ff 9Etnr< 
Tfiiapf, aacfMfftffKKir.l^tr^t^f^ and He-^ 

8iodi«i9eib^n)ft'tfk«ia .a annfe fald^; Ubr the wM« story to^e men of 
their own times was not ro^aiKw^ b«t lfistory-U4sa<Mred hMoryi ' 

yy*H<idM^iinMhmod\weNt thefrandvat«hoiritietf'iii<thQ Pagan world 
respedtii^ thefngv^y ; Isit vmi ' the flk^ add^ Odyssey ndthiitg iis^fennd^ 
ezsept^iassHig lilnnbns: And iUiy^l«ati^ even^ i» the Hymns 

( whieh were commbnly believ«d Im 4Mitic{ttky to be the prodimions of 
the)8aI|Rr*^aMl0^lt5P«he^i^d ^nd'tfi^-Ody^sey)-, llieire are^only fsotsted, 
unconnected iiariatcKres.i;' Aoeomliiigly^inteii habitaaNytook theii* ir^-' 
foraiatkNi&rasiKaiin^ their ^Hie(%oflii^ranfi((diti^fh>m the- Hesiodio^ 
pmai, iwhcjtetitt waiiinmdy hM o(it b<^fti|t04h^ ; and the legends don-^ 
seerated in that work acqaiif^ed bbth tin extent of circa] ation and a^ 

* Grote's Hiatnry of Greece, Vol. 1. page/t 5, 6—8, 
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iiriii^old on* the oMkinoK: fakh,' «uphraB'4iidefeitdentlegeiidb^eotikl 
seldom, QC npt^t Irlvak Moroovef^ tbetcrupoiottrafid se^ptrod Pafam; 
as well as the open assaikntrof Png^oianl tir la|^iiEiies» derived tkeif 
«ubj^ol9 ef fttt«ok 4roHi ili& oame soume^ sa^luit \i'hm htea absokftely 
necessary to reeouQ^ in t^ieifriiaiiedliiBifilioity^b^Hmoiio^lbrids, m 
^vder -to know what, ttwas^ ihal 9hVo depraeaied aud JBeitophUMii 
denounced. "1^ >- ^. ^ • \- ■.-■•■ '^>^" f . -f*- -j ..■.•.^ -i') 

It was philosophical uiqttityt « belter 'ao({aaintaDee with nelure^ 
more cofrectTiewsv>f geographyv4&c., dltc, which led the philoso- 
phers of the ^th and 0th "Qenturtes before the Christian «ra; to^dotibl 
4he story -of the^ gods whk(b wao-ao^fintalj heHeted by «^) in tbcf^day^ 
of Hotner and Hesiod '- The honor ^ \m»'m§JiHt rrpr«^nted Ood 
asthe itttelligeat oatee of '^tho^tioiiierae iii asoribed^ to Anaxagoi<ati by 
tthe«ncieiit%.«tf«*^That> b« tneiiHibiird an infinitefl^d to be the* a«^ 
'4h0r>of all' mbtion and. Iffe^is itte^tedby many titieioil aotborit^; 
IKiitoesipfeisly afeftena^hai Anaxagdrar tatight the«xisceticd>of |^)t» disi. 
•po^ng Mind, the eatise of ajl^htngs/ ^•S^^4>^N»cQgfi^rr xoi^^^v 
'Mof*' 'Afistotle gives ifas^histdoetrine that mind is'the first 'p¥iooi^ 
pie of ^i things; -ptfifer^iittt^ttnd immixedi; that it possesses wi^ifii 
ii8elf4h!S! united poweri^f'th<}tt|^ttftid ^fwoptibnr andihfut It giteis dnoi' 
tion jk^lb^ uniferse, "and ih thecauste of whatever if feir and good! 
•Plutarch 6dn(irni0'tbkk«oooiint*<if the lioctlrfneof Aliakagoras^/and 
shows HKhereiii it diSefed* fron th^t of his pred^oetBoes.' f Thelonlii 
pbiloM^^rs/ ' says he^ '' who appc^;^^ before AntfxagoratS' midfe faiu 
tuiie, or btind neeessily,rthiiiri^4bei{prluilORs dr tiec^^sry ^locioii ot* 
tbe'pa#ti«ies ol niatterv tbe<fi#sit pruMipie in^mtture ; bui'Ahaicagoitaa 
^al&nsied thai a-pura oiiod^ perfe<tt]j^;fbee (rom^ll'inatendl ooikir^tiKms^ 
go?^nafthetu«iretsei' The4f|6tiile Mind, -m. .IMty^^ whtsh. iiis>^^pi«^ 
deanors had- ^onfeiMided 'yfltht:aiattjii%.niakiing tbem ime^ttiiiveiisei 
Anaxagbrair conceived to baveiai Si^iarate nndi indepeicdeiit existence) 
and to b&stnple^ pure^iatii%eneei/cap<aUe«of i^rsaing :the etMud hi ass 
of matter acdordiog tohis pieosur^. r^bus bft asMgned^^an -adoejaaie 
cauio for the existenoeof.the visible would.'<^ FEnfieldi yol;v[.pj |6ii 

Here we have,af this acconnt may be<relii^-o«[j'thi8>great4r!^thof 
the existence of an inteJligent mind or God, separate from maitOry^rst 
adiBenedinQreeei^. tntbe 5lh century (BiHGif Tbewoedf 060^ w«s miich 
older' than this. . Hoineri a»4:HQsiod/)aiidOr{>hMitt8fhad«t8e^^ 
•used by theia,vihia word designated*; ivh#«i| ^andin^ absokiedy/ uk 
•ttoderstanding^ spiritual beings whbi« 9^iiewtei«t i«d,tfaeilbrkoerof 
. — — ^ ^ — . ■ : '■ J 

" * Grote'si Hialory of Greece, Vol. I.. 
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tfceuaiiireffle/bow'cdaid any rd^pih^uUei «ineiettl authority '^atorite 
\o Aiu&agoras th6 Im^bot of having firat Mprtaenled God (4e»an:) aa llie 
iatdlligeot ^lase of the imiverse f ' . i 

, If ihb honor i* denied to Anaxagoraf^aad it ^be maintaioed that 
Tbalaa and Pjrlbal^eraa are also Iheiata^ it^wiU not alter the force of our 
MffO^iettl that ie»s*( ivaa not uoed by Hooiir, ileatod, and^the earliest 
Greeks, as the name of a self-«xi8tent, spiritual being; for tf tbia bad 
|>een the' general belief in the ag^ of Hoiner, how bauU^ ecroouti for 
tiie existence 'of arty Ccmtroversy with respect t4 4be theimn of Tbak^ 
and othera of the' lonie se^t, aad for the dire<^ aasertaons ^bove qootr 
ed that Aaaougoraa was the^nt aimmg'tiu €rruk$, who conceived 
pfni^:aa detached froia Hi aitter? ' • 

; ^Ifjtbe belief iota: monadic i-^sttif was the aiicieattradtliotiary. faith of 
Glteeoe, handed down to ibem by thtur anoe^ors froid the<pa(tfiarctai 
age^.and mil.eUt^t the ^nit of philoaupbiosi^eoulBtion, oifia tenet of 
SoMeign iimportatioiii bow can weaocounffor 4he treatment ofithia v^y 
Anaxagoraa and the Greek .philo0ophfeM'i'g^erally> by'|b0 cwMnenpeaj- 
ple^ who are sure t<> adhere most firndyilo-^ tradition of their ft^ 
^hers? Cudworth€ays» *' It iS'Oertai^^he' vulgar in ail ages have. beei^ 
yery ill judges of thei»ts atid atheists; as for exaipople, Anaxagora^ 
t|ie Claz<iaienian, though he was theirs! of sdl the Ionic .pbi)ea<^bers 
(uuless Thales ought to be excepted^) who made an infinite miod to 
be a principle, that is^ asserted m Deity tutardmg to the true notkn 
of it; yet he was, notwithstanding, cried. down fi>r an alheiat, merely 
because he affirmed the auo to be ^ a maaa of lure,' or ^ h fiery globe/ 
ffod * the moon to be an earth ;^ that is, beoaoBe he denied tbem to be 
ftntiaatedi and endued with unctelrsttoding souls, and cotciequently.to 
begod^. So likewise, Socrates was both accns^ and condlsmned for 
atheistical impiety, as denying all gods, tliough notbing ^as pretended 
to be proved against him. but only this, tl^at he did teacb tfaat^ho^ 
were net true gods which the cijty worshiped, and in. th^, room thet^eiif 
introduced otAiT new godsJ*^. What is this, bat S9yiilg in other worils, 
that he Mras tondeiaanied (br rejecting the old traditionary gtMis'for the 
new phikidophic ones; amonff whom the monadic |dfio(! is to beiin- 
j&lndedl . :/ ., ; . j 

( Kf^ioc whenUtandin^ abstifaitely in Homer and Hesiod designates 
God:(profMri^)f arid not some particular god', either Ibu^or som^ other 
to be'iA^red from the cbtit^xt,.how can \ire kccountlbrthe &cli^ men^ 
iidn^ abovia, and ^ a thousand others tl^ait migh[t readily be meo^ 
tiohed? 

— ■ ' « — -— , — ■" ■>''■ t " ' ..■ ■» 

**CUdworth's IntellLctuul Systum, Vui.' 1' page |yu. 
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f ! The trath U, men% pfooe ia rftfutoM ncrtcerft with our iBodemi eye«. 
Polythe&sm Meotfitafimteif fboltafa^ M9^; and, it ifl in^^ncMdiyfible, io 
this age of philoao^y, Und among Chfi8tAAtinM»» b^wiaoy e<^I4rebt 
fiotitent vKithout olear and ileftnHefmwa oftte^^l ^nst^t^.aUl^tii^s ; 
hftnce, if the anaents talk cml^ e( inateftai^jphysieal: eatlseiy. and. iteep 
iftfei«(C about a &elf*exMteiit niodyxin^tiy areJiupoU^ by theiriufidi^tss 
to give ti¥sm credit for >powing:;fiU aboi»lr8Uobf m iDtelUgeoi, Aff^t 
cause, and suggest tbut they oply forgoiie meo^ioQ it in their ceswo- 
jpouies. Others agaiu^ i^.Uiey most. with.the. word fitHoQ jitnudiiig abso- 
lutely (ui any dd writer, as Homer), «nd can not readily infer from the 
context .trila^ god is meant, immediatejly. jamp to.the ceoclusion that 
it is used propria. They do not «ti^.,to AnqMirewrhetber ^y s^ch 
^eiug, as Him whom we eaU.GodXproprt^jiiuiias. knmon m^t^orsiiped 
in ike Homerie mge (wiUkhiI whijoh fact beiag ea|abUah^d it jeen^ 
oyer hasty to conclude that the wrlt^ bed this Being i^' his mind, 
.when he wrote the word dio( in^ue8tion)«but decide. »t( once that this 
being is designated, becaui^,by %a( st^ndiug abaoJut^ly, G^eek wri- 
.ters of a later age upquestioniUy did ineap- the inteUigeut Firali Cause. 
To jump thus to conclusions without examining the premises can 
serve do purpose but to depeive purselfes^; U we wi^b.to ascertain 
whether the Greek. word iiof i^ ufiefl4<) Hpiper^is th^ nf^n^e of.^ being 
who is truly aiul properly. Qod,{^W|^ meat iequii^ vvibejtbc^r he j^^ 
Greeks oS his age knew such ^ b^iif^g^id ifftlted Him by tbis^ n|9ime ; 
and not content ourselves %Yit^i|ierd[y,fiQding,a few instances in wbich 
this word stands absolutely, m^ thereupon, refer it Ho^ce to sucba 
Seing, without Mtkingthe.pair^ to,Jfiqu^e.wb^^^r,J(I|(|tfpi^x Iqiewtany 
such Being or not, before we. dQ^r|niuf^,jt^af.^b^w,rf»t^ about H^ 
,Prom the Gre?k theogonies, fr^ii^^^^^l^tl^i^i; i^rj^ .jvvri^ngs^ and from 
the gradual manner in whi«b tlie idea of. a, u^pn^dic^fy^. grew clearer 
among the philosophers : from i the, rec^ptipn thi? >^iew ip^t with from 
^the common people, and from tbq fact, thf^t i^ n^Y^r wa? pc^ular among 
them Qven down to the time that J^^ul, preached ftt Afhi^ns ;, I am satis- 
fied that it was not a mjAive traditiQnary dcKUln^i^Qreec^ apd that 
the word 6sof was in use among th^m, .^s lbe..(^ai][ie^9fj,a class, of in- 
visible beings superior to men, who were regarded as proper, objects 
of worship, long before , Anaxagoras, pr s^me other phiJ^sojpher, ;y?rst 
.]u;sed it as the name by whi^h to designate '* a disposing M^nd, the 
.cause of all things." This is the rea^ion that induced jU^eta say in my 
.Essay, that we find the Chinese shin where the Greek Philospphets 
;found dso^, designating any one (as shown by the context or some 
, qualifying word) of a class of Brings, who are all regarded as prop^ 
14 
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dbjectft of woi^dhrp. Whether I fttti tbrtatJt or not in the opinion 
that 6eo(: in the Hoirierte age meant a god, and if used imf ifixiivv 
designated the Honreifib Zru^, aiid not the Being; who j« tnily and 
{>roper1y God, still I think that the position for which I contend that 
the general name of the false ^od^ 6f a people should be used as tM 
appellative mime of such a Being, whetl H^ is to he first inade knowti 
to them, can be shown to be correct. That the Chinese are in thitf 
position has been already dofficiently shown. We have seen that the 
Tien ^ 6f the Shd King, worrtiiped alterhatciy with 7^ |^ Earthy, 
in the kidu sacrifice Can not be accounteci God (propria), and I think 
it is certain that there has no Atiaxagoias yet ariseta among the philo^- 
sophers of China, who has cI^aHy taught an intelligent first cause of 
the heavens and the earth, or who has pointed out any Being, who is 
the author of all othet being^ ektrinsie to himself 

If my idea, however, is correct, th^t Honter, Hesiod, and the Gr^kA 
of their age, used hog aa the general name of their deities, designat- 
ing any one t>f them indifferently by this n>tme, to be detehnined bjr 
the context, or occasionally using it Wheh standing absolutely to d6^ 
signate Zsv^r, the highest Being knowii to them j then, when the phi- 
losophers learned from foreign travel, or fr6m their own reflections, 
that there was an intelligent First Cause, a Being wholly different froth -^ - 

Zsu^, and one who had not been spoken* of before j the question ninst 
have arisen, by what name ffe ahould be called? Anaxagbras called 
his " Disposing Mind, the cause of all things" &$og, and from this grew 
up the monsiidic ^eng of the Greek ^ilosopher^. ' 

But whether we may consider thi^ Contse, viz., that of calling God 
(propria) by the general natne of their objects of worship, when He 
is to be first malde known to a hlsathen people ignorant of Him; to be 
sustained by the analogons action 6f the Gt^eek philosophers or not'; 
it can, X think, be cle^dy shovirh by independent reatoning to be 
the correct course to be puraued under siich circumstances. B^ 
cause men fail to discover a " pinfef cause," to which they ascribe 
spirituality, free-will, intelligence, omnipotence, &c., we must not 
conclude that they have had no thoOghts on the subject of Derty. 
•* No one," says Morrell, " Will affirrtt that the earlier ages of tWe 
world were destitute of any searchings aflei- Gfod. So fAr from that, 
everything in the mythological pcrted was wondronsfy gilded with tWa 
divine. The only thing io be noticed is that men in those ages cori- 
versed mainly with nature ; ih^i they formed their conceptions of the 
niimina divina without much reflection, and chiefly from nature ; liiid 
that the argument from this source resulted more frequently than not* 
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tD pofyihieism* Oan W9 any ibftt Ui9 :proo€iaB was illogical? I think 
Hot. Canfine our view to pRtiwre Q<Uy with it3 efulless variatioDs, and 
what; 10 ^hjere uimatural ia adn^itiing the wboie.hierarchy of Olympus 1 
N^,,hiatory and pres^n^ experieno^ proTpi that under such circum- 
^^m^^» the p^ljtUeistic l^yppMiesif is 1^ i^r the most acicq>table to the 
human understanding. Even pn this grouad, however, the chief share 
ia the argument isr derived from the mind or the consciousness. The 
irresisMbie belief we have of, c^nsia^Mon is a priniary law of our con* 
fsciouspeas, and the fir^t; at^mpt ;i^^ mi^e to hypostatize the cause of 
th^itfiiverfe aro^pdjus, is t|ie triMisference of our own forms of intel- 
lig(^pe« aii^ pur owniper^o^a^jty^ into the conception of that vast archi- 
t^, or iii^rarohy of vKchifects, by whom ihe world was constructed. 
The jLheistic argi)Ufne;nMh?ii;i> in, w)|icb the appefil to nature is the pro- 
minent f(^ati^n9, endii,^t,i)eu|tin ^ id/ea of a As^fMoyp^of ."* 
, Me;^ tbxis wording |9fit for. themselves polytheistic systems every- 
ijvher^^ we fi;i;id false god^ in. po9|si^sion of the field, and in teaching 
|l;^em monotheism, it.^a as in te^hiffgmen to become good — we meet 
lh«ni in:atStiate ihe opposite of chat to which we desire to lead them ; 
a^ in the oni^ case ^e n^ust say, ** Ce.asfe tp do evil, learn to do well," 
P9 in the other,, the burden of our preaching must be, ** Put away your 
fyl^A god^; jearfi to Ipvp, honor, a^d j^f^Pre Jehovah, the true God,** 
7a e;nforce this qcl^tfitiQni, it s^ejps, pi|ain to ipe, Jehovah must b^ 
fDall^d by the stam^ ^wp^ ^ t^Q f^al^ gods who are to be put away^ 
He is the ^n^^i of tbe,va'y.^A<i?^,^f wh^ch^hey are the/a/!s£Aoa(f;.and 
Wje shall succeed most easily ii^c^;nyeyin^ ^o polytheists a general 
jOorrect ^e^ of Him, by rep^r^ei^ti^jif lliin a^^ taking the place of all 
thqir gods, rather than that of any . particular one, however exalted 
th^tonie mayj^e., .Wfi,»nwf tfaci^..tl}^t JJe can afford them protec- 
tion, sviocpjT, 6(>c, — ^y,e,a,j ^nd, |ejo^ thpu^aji^d . lilies more than all their 
gpds put tpgether were, ^ver siippqs^djp afford ; that He is the alone 
Gp^, tbef-e is no place l^i^jfor j^py 9fk^l^ hence, we give Him the 
tfijnmqn nam«^,a//^ aftd,.v«;rite oyi&r,pux 3ystem mono-theism. 
, . While this generfii naJ9(^9 is jU?ft bept word by which to teach a peo- 
ple, >f ho hav^ (hitherto ^eeia ^guflr^^^f Him, a knowledge of the true 
God^.thoiwe pf thi^^^^prd .i^j.ai>sql^^?J[y j^i^sisary to forbid the false 
jvorsliip in which t^y \\ffyt^revm$ly ifidwlged. The great sin with 
which a missionary must charge a jpolytheistjic people, the sin which^ 
when God pours out his Spirit, and carrij^s hoine the preached word 
to the hearts of his heathen hearer8,jbey will feel more deeply than 
all othiera, is that of having worshiped false gods to the dishonoring 

^ Morrtll'4 IViaHfjfty of Midcm PhHtisophy , page 73d. 
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of the* true God. With this sin ifb muAt, here in China, charge iwir 
hearers ; but what conriction of sin eould be expected to be produced 
from a sermon or tract charging the Chinese with the worship of false 
Alohos or false Gfoi ? Would not their answer be, that so far from hav- 
ing sinned in this particular, they had never so much as heard there 
were any such beings or things in the universe t 

If we maintained that the Chinese had never had this suhjeei up be^* 
ibre their minds so as to hav'e predicated anything either right or 
wrong about it, then it would be consistent to contend that we must 
either transfer a foreign word, or rnveilt aj2&w Chinese characier to 
represent this perfectly new object : but if we admit that the Chinese 
. have worshiped false gods, then we admit that they actually hiaie had 
the subject up befbre their minds, though tinder a false aspect, add we 
must inquire by what name they themselves have called this subject g 
for we may rest assured we can best teach thiem the truth with respect 
to this subject, by predicating said truth of the Chinese name thereof. 

We must teach them what their errors with t'espect to this subject 
are; so that, being properly instructed, they shall understand that the 
Being designated is dne, not many as they have incorrectly supposed ; 
^hat He is self-existent from eternity, the Creator of all beings and 
things, &/C. Now, to point oiit their past errors^ to convict them of 
theit past sins with respect to this subject , and to warn them against 
the false gods they have bieen in the habit of worshiping, of what 
avail win the use of either of the foreign words, Aloho or Bsos bet 
They have never writteii or spoken of any Alohos or Oeoi; they have 
never worshiped them ; it would be a mere waste of breath to preach 
against false Alohos or false &ffoi. ' 

r need not however detain the reader any Ibnger to prove that the 
generic name of god,' \t such etUik in the language of a polytheistic 
people, should be used to render Elohik, if such can be found, for Dr. 
Medhurst and his friends ^xptestSy ck^ntend foi:' this/ and differ from us 
only in denying that the Chinese have such a word ita their language! 
Dr. li^gge insists upon the use of a native appellative in opposition to 
any transfbrfed term, differing from us 6nly in contending that this 
appellative must b^ k relative, and not an absolute term. The points 
on which we differ from Dr. Legge have beed sufficiently discussed : 
let us how inquire if the Chinese have any generic or absolute appel. 
fative name for god in their language. 

As in the case of the wotA God wheii iised propria, w^ inquired 
what is the difference between a being wlio ts truly and properly God 
and a mere spirit, so here we shall inquire wliat is the characteristic 
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flifievei^e beiweeh « spiirU and a ^bd, : I shall pursue this method as 
the sbotftesi couiise leading Ip <the moat dkeot issue. The shin woi}- 
shiped by the Chinese a^rii adofiitted to be spirits; gods are spirits f 
so far we are agreed : the point on which we difier is, are they ipere spi- 
rito,or are they, in addition to being spiritual beings, regard^ by the 
Chinese as something more-r— as gods 7 To state the matter logically, 
we are agreed as to the genus^-^^fpirlf ; but differ as to the specie»-f 
god. We must, therefore ii^uire, wJiat is the differentia or charactio- 
rtstic of the species, for the genus^ plus the differentia, gives us the 
species. In my Essay, I eontended that the bert mark and distinguish- 
ing indijcationof thedifierentia or characteristiQ waS| "supposed to be 
a. proper object of religious worship/' If this be the true i^haracte- 
fistic, as it is admitted that the ^Aiii are spirits, I ha?e only to show 
that the Chinese regard them as proper objects of worship, to prove 
that the Chinese iAui are gods, and not mere spirits. 
I I may: illustrate the propriety of pursuing this method of proof, viz.. 
Inquiring what is the characteristic difference between a god and a 
spirit, by taking aip analogous case. 

If asked the meaning of the word man^ I should answer, It is the 
name of a class of beings.-^Qif. What kind of beings, spiritual 
or what? itns. A class of animals.*— Qu. What kind of animal? 
Ans, Rational. — Here then, in the words animal and rational^ we 
have reached the characteristics of this class of beings. 

If we were contending whether a word in a foreign language 
should be rendered "num" or ^' animal^" the point to which inquiry 
should be directed would be. Are the animals in question rational 
lor not? It would be beside the mark to inquire whether the word» 
in the foreign language, corresponded etymologically with Adam (red), 
i-^anthropos (to torn the eyes to heaven )^—Aoim {qui ex kamo, earth, 
derived)— or man (etymology not known) ; for the derivation of this 
word differs in each language abov^ quoted ; nor does that of either 
afford us the slightest hint that our tests would be for genus animal, 
or for species rational. To state our parallel : If asked the meaning of 
the word Chd, I should ansWer, That this word is used for purposes so 
distinct that we must, divide its mpaning into two classes,, viz. propri^ 
and impropri^, and. then we shall be prepared to answer in conformity 
to our .«ase above stated. If asked then, What is the meaning qf the 
word God when used propria, I answer : It is the name of a spiritual 
being.^Qti. Wh«l kind of spiritual being? Ans. Self-existent, 
Almighty, &c., &a. ^If,,in the next ^ape, asked the nieaning of the 
word god when used impropri^, Ans. The name of a class of spirit- 
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>ual'Miiip.^C^. Wbtt kihd .bf ^vpintinl bekifsl Am. Qpiniusl 
•beings, otheri than the true Qod, who (Mrbether sel^cxisient or def 
pendent) sre coDsideved hj men proper ohjects of worship. 
- Here, as in the case of the wont Mum, we fix upon oar characteBialks 
from our knowled^ne of ihe two cUsses we are eomparing : the e^jnor 
Jpgy of the w<ord for €M, like that of the word lor^nim, in di&rent 
languages var^ikig so inoch, and beiog so: uncertain |n Hebrew^ Gredc* 
•and English, t^at we ban derite noheipi from theoee. 
' The illttstraition aftirded' by the word mmt makes plain the proprie*> 
iy of our calling for the ciiaracteristte test betweei^ gods and epirits, 
that our conttroversymajr not degenerate into a mere war of words.. 
-Unhappily, on Che point befo^ us, we are not so agreed as we should 
be, with respect to 'the te^ to be euiploi>ed to Bseertaia whe^r a 
^e|i aniqfial was a man or not. 

In his <' Reply toDr. Booiie/^ page 10, Dr. MedlnirBt says, '< Wis 
Anwttld suggest a different definition, viz., The nanie of the beings or 
icless of beings, to whom the Chinese ascribe the highest attribntes. « 

" For the following reasons : A.fad n a Being possessed of diTine 
^itrifouies; •••»•• ••WorsUip is n<k necessary to his being or, his na- 
Iture ; he may never be wbrsfaiped, and yet be God. r 

'* The igeiius ^f gods (supposing soch a geniis to exist) is the dass 
:of beingf^po^sBC^ vor diviiie attrtbates. • 

*' The generic o««ie for 6hd '^ the name of thedassof hieiitgs supr 
posed to possess divine slttrtbutjes: 

*' The attributes posseeisedbf a divine Being are ia many r^specii 
ithe same in kiiid with the uttcibuie^. possessed by othei^ intciUigeftt 
.beings, oiily differing iq degree*. Thun iiiteUigenit beings in general 
nbssesM s6(he. ipbfwer, w^sdbm^/gobdness, dtc«v b|it a ditvifie Bieing or 
.beings must be c9noeived t0 possess these attributes in the highest 
:perfeotioii.: •.' ' '.;•,.-!. 

> ^ There ian-e some attributes^ howisver, which are peculiar t» h dii- 
>ine Being or beings, such as the originating and goveiining of all 
'(things. I : ".' : ' ■.'•,. 

( ** Religi^ous ivOTship is the ascribing honor ! to a being, or > beings 
possessed iof divine attritMttes; the qualities or. the station of d& beih^ 
or beings nuist first bet dilowed, beibre iworship can be , paid. Hence 
the. possession: of afttrabulie^ isthe primary^ and the ofiering of worship 
ithe secondary idea of iQod.^' > 1 . 

I am glad to ohservle that Dlr. M: neoiild InaSce MtriVutes-^^-^ssential 
attributes, ^' power, wisdom, goodness^ l$&c,''i-not relationships^ the 
-test? of divinity. . From his i^ayiogy *'A divitie being lor beikigs must 
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be ccnceiiled to poiMMs tiicie tttlrHmtCB in the higbeifi pferfection;*^ 
and that ** those peculiar to a divine being or beings are the ofigmain 
hig and- governing of all ItiHgs,^^ he ■msH haVd hatf thd word: Ooi (as 
bilide#stbod' by us p#opri^) before bis miad whett be wrote this; lot hd 
•Bfrr^y cotdd rtot eontend that all the Greek Osti^ for iostanbe, had 
"^pdwer, wisdom nndgoodnes$ itiAe hig>h€st perfection/* brtliat they 
^11 hidsoiqetbingfto do With the ^ortgiAbting and gbvevning of oJI 
thingti.'^ Accordingly; oft releetion^ Dr. M. gav^ ttp this view, and 
adopted that of Cud worth, IMfosheim, and others^ which was pmenied 
by me, and in Ais he was joined by Messrs. 'fitronach and Mikie, and 
his other friends^ who sigh^ the letter of the dOtb' January i for they 
ilherein maintain (see p. 11) thai we miist havis a generie term, ''whichj 
while it is capable of beiag used for tbe Highest fieing of whom they 
<ha«e ahy ooneeptioil, iaolndes all worshiped beoigs, and goes no fort 
iher/*^ This is also apparent from the deinition whi6h they gite of 
Ihe transferred w6rd Akko, iii e stibse^uent part of this lettet ; viz., 
'' the name of whatever men sacrifice to and worship." 

br. Legge contends thit I inaire ^* Clod " ind '• worFhiped being" 
ititi^rchdngeable terms, and styles this " A blunder, of which the best 
that csn be said is that it is a ^eiy bad UM of the seooild kind of me^ 
tonomy whU^h puts Aie efibct for the cause. The Suptenie Being is 
tiot God because He iis worshiped, but He is worshiped because He 
is God." Dr. Leggd's view here is precisdy? that quoted fVom Dn 
Medhurst's R^ly, *' the ^<sD^li^ or the staiimi of the being or beings 
must be^f^^ allowed 6«/brs tnorkhip can he pavd.^^ Dr. L. seems t» 
'h^ve fallen into a strange confusion of mind in the part of his argu<i 
mem quoted hbove« < :• 

Ih my Essay, I made th^ facit ot being Worshiped a test to dscertatii 
whether a given beibg is regarded us a god or k m^re spirit; this is 
very different from sayitig that "God" and ^'worshiped being" are 
interchsngeable tef ms. Wit& respebl td Oilr proposing " Teli^ious won 
ship" as the ^haracferistio'iest by whloli'to distinguish a god from ft 
mere spitit, if Drs. Medhurst and Legge are Correct in their theory 
of worship, there can be do doubt of it Hr. M. says^ '"Religious 
worship is the ascribing honof to » being or beitigSj^MNssig^evf^cltmiM; 
tUtribulesJ' If theti we find of manwor^Mpiogany being, may we ndt 
use the fact of his offering worship to this being^ lokifer th4t said be- 
ting is ^possessed (in his esCiiAalibv at least) of dVvine atiribates?" 
' And if, att Dr. M. ssys, ''the «|«aK(ie8 or the sbfibn ofthe being must 
be^i'^^ allowei, beforts worships can be paid,^^ hmM we not, where thb 
>worahip^ is paid^ infoi Uiie e«i»t0»ce^ift the bi^a of tte votary', if no 
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^kere else) of the quaUiiu or staiian so allowed; in the being wor; 
shtpedt 

Or, let as take Dr^ L.'s illusaratibn. *'The Supreme Being is not 
Ood because he is worshiped, but he is worshiped because he ia-Grod'^ 
Now then substitute " a being/' for '^ the Supreme Being/' and *'a 
god " for " God/' and what Dr. L^ says, will phrove the prcfiriety of 
using the test I propose. Remember, our object is not to prove thai a 
being who i^ worshiped is a god (fbr I am firmly persuaded there is 
6nly one Ood in the universe), but that he is a g6d in the eye of his 
#or8hipers; and then, with Dr. L.'s statement changed as above 
suggested, the mi^tter will stand thus: '* A being is not a god because 
be is worshiped, but he is worshiped because he is (t. e. in the mind 
of his worshiper) a god." May we not then take the fact that a be- 
ing is worshiped to prove that in the opinion of his votaries he is a 
god? Instead of putting the effect for the cause, is not this, auw^ 
ing to ike theory of worship of both Drs. M. and L.y from the effect 
inferring the cauoet 

' To this explanation of my meaning. Dr. L. thus replies in his Let- 
ters at p. 34 : — ** From this, and similar passages, and the general strain 
of his Essay, I supposed, when I published my Argument, that he un- 
derstood God as meaning object of worship, . I could not otherwise 
make out any connection in his reasoning. I have been given to un- 
derstand, however, that his reasoning is not that Crocf means object of 
worship, or that ^in means object of worship, but that the Skin be- 
ing worshiped, are to be regarded AS the 66ds of China, and that 
therefore Skin is the generic name for God ; and God, a God, and 
Gods, ought to be translated by Skin, If it be granted to him that the 
iSfAtft are to be regarded AS the Gods of China, I do not see the 
bridge from that to the c<Siiclusion that Shin is to be translated God, 
or that Eiokim and ^sog are to be rendered by Shin. We may regard 
rict AS the oatmeal of China, but if I were to translate a treatise 
upon oatmeal iwio Chinese, I should write to little purpose if I spoke 
all through oifcfn. If the first sentence were, " Oatmeal is a farina- 
>ceous food, much ilsed in certain^ countries," the Chinese could nqt 
possibly understand me of anything but rice. Unless Skin and God 
have the same meanii^, D^. Boone'a reasoning is too trifling to be 
examined at length.^' i , 

' To judge whether my reasoning be Icvo trifling or not to deserve a^ 
examination, tl^ Reader shoufld observe what the question at issue 
betweetfl^. Medhurst, Dr. Legge and mysdf is. Df . Legge, says sA^it 
does not mean what £&^&im anct asos mea»« They toe correctly reii- 
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dered in English by Ood^ and Sltin by spirit. We can no more trans- 
late Elohlm and d^eag into Chinese by Shin, than we could Iranslate 
them into English by spirit." This is Dr. L/s assertion. Mine is, that, 
though S/iin does not answer to Elohim and Q^sag when these words 
iare used propria (having never been used as the name of a self-existent, 
almighty, spiritual Being), still it does answer to these words when 
(ised impropri^., and should therefore be rendered into English, not a 
spirit, spirits, but a god, gods. The question n. How the Chinese re- 
gard the'clasi of beings they call IShin; what are they to them — ^gods 
or mere spirits? 'Dr. Legge says they regard them as a class of mere 
spirits; I say, as a class of gods. Hereupon I propose as a test the 
characteristic difference between gdds and mere spirits, given by such 
men as Cudworth, Mosheim, and Waterland. I show that, according 
to Dr. Medhurst*s theory of worship, and that advanced by Dr. Legge 
himself in the very context in which he charges me with ** blundei'- 
ing," and putting "the effect for the cause," &c., that this test is 
characteristic; that worship does imply the belief on the part of the 
worshiper of** divine attributes" in the Being worshiped ; and Dr. L. 
instead of pointing out my ** blunder," and showing how I had put the 
effect for the cause, contents himself with saying, ** Dr. Boone's rea- 
soning is too trifling to be examined at length."* 

* Tlie difference between Dr. U^gge and myself here, arises from the different 
view we take of the word God. He argues as if this word were a simple, in- 
complex term, the symbol of an idea, and demaddft' a word in Chinese that 
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In his Letters, at p. 21, Dr. ^„ says, " W^ wor$hip bccauae pf tb? 
qualities we apprehend in the o^>c/ of oijir adoration. These fill up 
with awe, and of that awe, wpfship isr-the filling expression." T^t 
this is the correct theory of worship will perhaps be denied by qpn^. 
Dr. Sooih, in his Sermon on ** Natural Religion," ^ays, ** The ground 
and reason of all worship is an opinion of ppwer s^nd will ip the per^pp 
worshiped to answer and suppljr our desire^; \yhich he c^q pqt pp^Mr 
bly do unless he first apprehend them." And this, I coaceive, to b<s 
the reason a^ once why worahjp is the be^t teat by which tp d^stin,- 
guiah between a god and a njere apirit; and why it is emphaticalljr 
that " glory " which God will ti^ give to another. To 8U[fpo6e thj|t 
an invisible being can " apprehend," attend %o^ and answer the pray- 
ers of all his votaries in all parts of the world, is investing him with 
attributes of infinity, sqch s|s omnipresence, pipniscience, di^c, ^c. ; 
and when you add to this, what the Chinese prcc^ica^c of their iS7it>, 
and what seems to be implied in all religious worship, ^uch a know. . 
ledge of the th9Ughts ^nd purposes of the hu^an heart that the object 
worshiped cai^ Qot be iivip9se4 upon b^ an[ psimcere worshiper \ we 
perceive thfit the act qf worship implies a belief of the existence of 
^any attributes in the object worshiped, which can belong properl^ 
to the true God only, and whjch it is robbing him of ** his glory " to 
ascribe to any other being. 

Let us, for instance, take the case of the Tsdi Skin, K* Sil, god of 
Wealth, who, though not of high rs^nk, ia yet perhaps more worshiped 
than any other shin in China. This s^in, we may suppose, is often 
called on at the same moment by qiany thousands, who are ^parated 

proofs that the skin possess these attribfites ? I answer, To the acts of their 
worshipers, tha^ we may learn hpw they regard them, as it is onlv in their 
minds that they have any existence at ail. The proof to be made ofthe differ- 
entia in this case is similar to that in the case of murder, in remarking on 
which Dr. Whately observes ** that tiie differentia which constitutes the species, 
and the mark by wbich the speeies are known dn some cases) are not the name : 
e. g. Murder the differentia 6f which is, that it be committed ' with malice of 
forethought ;* this can not be directly ascertained } tfnd therefore we distiTtguish 
murder ^om any other homicide by circumstances of preparation, &c., which 
are not in reality the differentia, but indications of the differen^a, i. e. the 
grounds for concluding that the malice did eziat.^' . Bo in this case ; while we 
admit the differentia to be ^divine a<^bntes,'* if Dr. Medliurst pleases, we 
propose "religious worship *' as the ** mark,^ the circumstance which serves as 
an " indication of the diflferentia," •* the gronnd fin our concluding " that " the 
divine attributes " are possessed by this iitiaginary being, as he stands complete 
in the mind of his worshiper, the CftAy place where he has any existence. We 
have never proposed religrious worship as the only mark of distinction between 
a Beiq^ who is truly aud properly €k)d an(f ar mere spirit. To make out a, 
being w be God proprii^, we propose to 05r. Legge to show that he is a self- 
existent tpirit, the author of all oth^, spirits, 4i^d of everything extrinsic to 
himself. 
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hiifidr^^d of rtiiles ap^rt. Tiie knowledge of human hearts he must be 
silppdsed to have t6 attend to, and appreciate all these prayers, and the 
control he must have of all ^Ubiiil^ary afl^airs to enable him to cause 
niatteifs to work' together foi- thci w^aUh of all who worship him, must 
ht mo^ absolute, and imply ][>ower little short o^ infinite. Now it 
would appear that this depetid^nc^ dpoti any brings without the com- 
pass o^ttil ^ter6ouV^e; thifs calling upon th^ni for help, this belief in 
theit ability to h6ar and aiiswer oUr prayers; is that which constitutes 
the viofdtidti of th6 Pirdt Con^matidment, ilfid whi<^h makes the beings 
so regat^dcfd gbds in th^ ey^ or this bbnimandihent and throughout the 
^6riptul^^; atiti H is thi^ iafhe p6\Tii that Oudworth, Mosheim, and 
Waterland regard as the distinctive characteristic of the gods of pagan 
Cfifeede and* Hotai, 

If vtre ate nttt to contend abbiit mere m ust agree upon 

some test by Whicli thii claim 6t8fidhgti idered the true 

God, and 6[ shin to be the general name of Je gods may be 

tried respectively. I h^ve proposed tests foi claims of both, 

nbt framed by myself to suit my own purpo ontroversy, but 

quoted from the Woi-ks of the lifiost learned lavfc written on 

these i^ubj^cts. If t>rs. Med hurst and IJegge dp not agree to these tests, 
let ih^ta be ^et aside by Hrgiinierit, dnd let ^omethinfg definite be pro- 
posed in their pfa6e. Let them fdfhish a definition of the word God^ 
when used pro^H^, that sh^ll condiihetid itielf to the ju^tn^nt of those 
Whio are int^^^st^d in thik^ doiilroversy; ah'd th^il show that the Cbinese 
Tkh is tfuiy antl j^ropcH-ly God, ac}cio^d?rt^ to this definition; or, let ' 
them give ttS' a d^finltiott df *d vfr'bi'd ^<ik, ^(kfo, that will not cut oflT 
th^ Greefe atid Romdnf'godS W #^ft Vs ttt^ Efohlm of thd Old Testa- 
ment, md I Will eiigagifil tb stafrid i6h. \t\nfoi\iti attribute tlian that ' 
of btin^ supposed a>p^hpti^ ^tfeci ftf liAriHi^ \^ nc^cessaty^ to cotistitut^ ' 
a- god in tbe eye^ 6f pbjytii^st^, HiiA they \^ifl thention it, I thiuk I ' 
may v^irtuf e to pfoniise that we wifl jifrbv^ td^ Skin have this of these 
attributes alsib. But tt> e6n^ti^<^e tis that tvofshifi is the charactetistic 
mfark ojfn god, wef hei^d only look at the 30,000 gods of the Greeks 
aM Roitiittiir, lift^ t6th^ Eldhhn bf thi^ Old Testament, atid endeavor 
to^ And ftiything lelSte that i^ cUiiiil6d to tlietifr all. Therlgfore we s^y, 
that 'if we Wi^ t(]» distln^iiMi ib^^e^h raC^rd spirits and g6ds, the test 
is worslrip; ihe Wor^hi<pied j^piHt Is a god, and this applies etren to in- ' 
animate thing*, td #obdeh iihagteS— a Wori^hipfed hnag^ is a god, e. g. 
Is:ixHV. 17, "AW iht residue thereof he Iriaketh a god, even his gra- 
vida imagf^ ; h<^f Hfeth doW« unto it ^i trcrship^ it, and saith. Deliver 
meffortk^arirki/g^dJ* . .; 
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To prove that the shin are the gods of the Chinese^ we shew th^t t 
the daes of beings so called have been worshiped from the earliest 
annals of the Empire to the present time ; that the highest b^ing ^ 
known to them, viz:, T*un heaven, and Ti earth (worshiped at the . 
8olstices in the highest sacrifice, called hidu) ; the beings who preside 
over the five elements (the immediate producers of all things, styled 
the Five Rulers) ; those who preside over the land and grain ; the go- 
vernor of the seas ; the dispenser of wealth ; the bestower of longevity ; , 
the tutelary guardian of their cities ; the patrons of every kind of their . 
handicraflsraen ; in short, every invisible being, who is invoked by. 
them in times, of either joy or sorrow, is included in and worshiped' 
under this gtnercd name Shin, . •; 

We show that in explaining the phrase Shangti, the title of their ^ 
c)iief deity, they make him neither ipore nor less than the chief pf their 
shin. *^8hangtiy the Supreme Ruler, is M* Shin of heaven." ^'Shdng-^ 
ti is the most honorable of the shin." *' Expansive Heaven, the Su- , 
preme Ruler (Shilngtf) is the most honorable of the hundred shin,'*. 
fV e. of all the shin. " They used the Yen-sz' to sacrifice to Expan- , 
sive Hjeaven, the Supreme Ruler ($h4hgti); this offering djd not be-, 
long to any other shin" » The cjiief of tfie shin ia^hi:|s described: — :, 
** The greatest of the celestial JShin ,\s called Expansive Heaven, the • 
Supreme Ru\e^ fShdngt'i).^ ijfi (this ^bief sljin) is also called the. 
c^lestiaj, hu^us^« great Ri|Ier ; also the grea'^ wb, or Unity, " Tdf . 
yih ^ — ^". ** The Gr^Ht one -^ — •• is the most honorable of the 
Shin of heaven." " The Sh'p of heaven (fien shin ^ jjl^) w »">*' 
?iifnorabk,m^ (a. Being) with^ wh9m none can be compared." 

We shpjiv; that.fr^m the time pf S)i^n, th^re haSfbeep an oflScer, ap- 1 
p^inte^d to sjuperin tend the jritps ^nd. cerqpioiiies us^ fit the: worship • 
of this class of beings: that of ^he cerempnies thus used in the na- , 
tipnal worship, we are told, '* the principal object pf these ceremonies 
is to serve the shin;" and ^tlpat/*in regulatipg" their ceremonies, those : 
which were used in the service^ of thfi sj^ .were con^id^red moit im*. 
portant^" thereby excluding ^1 idea of; the existence of a ciass of ; 
beings who are above thiqclas^ called shin, tind who beinj^ worshiped 
with higher ceremonie^^ axe therefore, to be considered the go4« of the ; 
Chinese. l,o the ,Shu {f,iog, we fiud ihe phrase. "sliin and men," just 
as we meet with the phfase **gods and,ipen".in the Qr^k poeits* 

These facts appear, to m6 apply sufficient to sustain my posiUon. . 
that Sldn is the. general pfinie of* tljeChiij^ep gods^— the abwlute'*p-l 
p^Uative name ifor.^prf inthe Chinese; language, aq(]t|p^sliow that this - 
word answers to the wordjdeo^ in the Hpme/tc. ai^d* HQs^pdic; poems. ; 
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, While they deny npn^e of tl^e^e facts, Drs. Medhurst tnd Legge main- , 
tain that ih^i Cl^inese shin are mere spuit$, not gods, and to this pi^nt , 
I ipust de?.o^ the r^m^ndpr of t,his Qefi^nse. Before attempting how- , 
ever, to answer th^ir ol^ptfcu^, I .would only a^JL the reader to take-' 
away, in his mindf from thi? Punese pfp^hepn mil the beings men-, 
tipned aboye^ w|ia are called 5&sit, and M\hfi are worshiped under this i 
NAME^ ^nd ^e wha^ place is led for a. class of god^> iifter this* And ) 
if Drs, M. and U contend that the beings AboYen^nttoned are i^3l , 
gods^ b^t mere spirits,. ]L here call Mpon th€)m t^ point ^ut to us, who \ 
the Chiiiese gpdf Rrn ;:ioJ^ uf by .ijrhom they Ve wortfhipfjd ; w^at ) 
officer is appoii^^d hy |he:9tpie to superintend buc^ -^worship;. by wb%t t 
generfd name thi^^i;i^^ are>,qallQd« i(9d: wh^ra— rin wbi^ daaaici their t 
worship is enjo^R^t , , , : i . i : . A . . 

, When we insist upon ;the fact ^t tjbe shin \iwj^ been, . worshiped > 
from the earliest times, as pr^of (hat tl^ey (ore ^oda in t)^ eyes ^,th^^ 
Chine9e ; and we contend^ that, as Shingtl.the Wu Tf, and ^N ^hei , 
ol}jectsttT<?r5^/»^rf by the Confacianis^r.Yuh-l^wApg Td-tftb.^ chief gq^,. i 
ai|d ^11 the objects worshiped by tbe Thiists, are umr^ped und^c , 
this name, therefore the Qhioese ar^ poly tiheists^t and skin i? the gene- / 
TdH ^ame of their gods: Dr. Medhurst r^plies^ ^he Chinese aire poly* r 
pneumatists not pp|y(l^ei^, because of such worship, ^s the Shini^or-., 
f hjped are spirits, n^ gods. Here then,, unless we^ can .find spme cha- , 
rajcteristtc test to decjd^e, our clispute, w^ may wrapgle for ever qrei? r 
this point I propose worship as the test given in th^ Sacred Scriptures, i 
and by able men who h|ivr wiiijttep on this,sal|>iect, and hsy? pitteppt-v 
ed to show the reason abljsnesa of fhis^|„ from tbi? theory of worship^ ; 
g* ven by both Drs. Afif^hurs^ apd J(j€gge. . t 

^In aQSwer to this, joifr opponents point to the Romanists, who wor- ; 
ship saints and angels, tlie Virgin. Mary, 6djb ., and say .that> as fbey , 
awe not polytheistSj so tl|e. Chinese, though they worship great nuip- 
bers of shin^ may not be poly theists eithe^. This objection is worthy of 
consideration, .The wo/rship of ^ny other being than the seli^xisj^ent . 
6^ is false worship^. is idolatry ; but all idolairy is not necessarily poly- ^ 
theism. What makes th^ distinciion? The answer is, the worship of ^ 
these objects ur^der the same name with God, thus yanking ^hem in • 
the sfune class of beings with him. The Romi^nist^ we know^ not only ^ 
nev^r, worship anysain^ pr fmgel, calling thepn g«>d^, butUiei^.m/ike «^ , 
dia^inptjion also (a \^\f^ one. as I thiijk,) between the W9rship gi?f i|,1p * 
Gpd, ajjd.tp the Virgin a^d the.saintp, But .the, p^nese in tbe wqri. .^ 
ship of tfa^ir Sh\ng1^i .( V^ho^ 1^19 now m^iptaipe^^ ^ the true God) andii , 
their'shin, make no such distinction. They, h^pe qf, ab^olp^e.i^^me. 
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of Ik higneteiass o/dlrfn>*fo^liita; thfe^ 6*ll hiitt mbmjih^ cKtef,iiie 
ni>st kotiotdyu of the sAih, wtAwdrsHip, al6h^ whh hiirt, 411 tWi^ khih ^ 
undef tliid tommn name. Whr6n iri thi^ biliui iLi, H^r^adih^i an o^C^t^, ^ 
" ihe Tshiilg Feh/' W*a ajijibinfted f6 'w6Hhip ihfe hationat SfiiH, fCi, ' 
Ktt^M', &6., We fihd Shrm^l tfM dirsC elntinl^r^ti^ iAih oh the fist of 
those sacdflced to; Whei^, lii tlid sadie wdrk we iread of the Cl refit ' 
dhdplain, wie fiad thirtttli/e^ itiij of this offacef Wli b s^peHhtend i!he ' 
ofMvA^ a|i ef the Sfht fbfthsdf prayer tb the iAt)i (the beles^iai gbd^), ' 
m (thet^r^ef^trial'^bd:^)/ tt^d thti AWc^ (th'^'tHaii-dei^it^d^tY^ hi^nei). ' 
Of <^hese «2K tbtntt ijC i^^yel" g(ettei^iitlf/^hti«'dfiei^ t6 th^^ b^in'gs, 
tMe'cttiitbefltdtdl^siy,' thijy " #etiS^i^ 4t th^ Ifcittt«-iit4i^ti they satdri- 
fided to HenireAf (^IJAMfcig^ft^ itfd^ Bat ih, *dd ito the'^dd^ Yi^ilrl/ if the i 
land and grain, and at the sacrifices offered in the itib^stl'M XBUr^XeJ" 
df the ^tittnd^ayfet; {}a)si ^ niek chkiR;^ i^^-h " Wair iiidd tb pr^y to 
ShAh^tv^^ th^ ^^oAn fsAf^/bf' the* lalld tod giraih fdf th^ beiitoi^il 
of gl-aiih^ 'So \\, h feveryWh^^ S!rti^tig« i'i ti&i^st^ed^ h'shih, th^re * 
iatiosjilibikl^her'aptioinited fbrliii ^rthit);' he id iheVely KSilbred * 
nsHU^^bhfef 6ft\i\^ Mm: Noivr 'i*\i{)pose that the Romariist'swe^ td ' 
wtyrihip Jeh6^«h anfd tli^ViVgtitt'Miiry/m^ and aiig^ld, all ' 

uhdef! drif^ cdthMchn 'ni*)ife / t^oiifd th^jr riot be polythe'ists ? WH^ri we ^ 
find Hk<i-rtdtt^4hgtf;tlfe 'chief* 'bbjifefet of Wdf^hlp inibif^'thfe Cdnfn- ' 
chWiifd; m4 YiiHihWiyhg^^lh^l1;'lhcl <!llief dbjiict ^ Worship itniori^ " 
ttti'Ta\«6feX>^hJ«h'aW5 me\^6 natt^if Iftd^^nbiib riligibris of China) ^ 
h€fifi'mmskn;nMiSmmp^ k^ ^hWiV^hd'thkiall thfe tStAer'bfeihas ' 
wb^«M|Md fri llii ft^tibtfil'rtttf^i' <Mf bf^^ TCui^*, afie calfed i-^tn', ■ 
a*ibW^*fe'f^e<ra§'^ltt^ i^^dodf^d tHaHfmbi.^fe^m^ii^t!i fe k g'od; » 
and Yuh-hwang-tl Sh.'mgti is a ^;^hfeti; if fli^'bllfiiese^hdve in^y^bds ^ 
ar-^air, '^ha ihy ^WSteS By» iirh?6h' Ifhey t^'dirthfeAi; th^dd gAd^ kr^ iHelr 
iS%?yJ; ihd'lhit ihfs ^6)rA S^n i^tiiekjiii^rfatk^ ninnW b? t;He^^ ^bAl ' 
'Btit^, ya^^Dr.'M^dhfifsi, l^hSn^r'^eaidniif Is'a'spiiritdiii'bfeihg, ^nd'' 
fi^lh iilh&^'ii^^s ittfeahy ^pirKJ t^t' titf M TO i 'bjr 4 {jirklfel tM/' 
arid iee ififie \v^oW s^m doiJId iri^ 

is:'**Thy?e ai-e rfx' derefsfSkl ipWitk *Jehovkh; Who'isi^brifffped In thfe'* 
tetei[MWoH MoiWt ZidnVi* lfh^fiVst>'''^*l€^ 

"JJfeHBV^fi ft'tWriioSt'hinW<'dlilfebf'alf thfesj^Yfits.*' ^'The^re^t'^st of'' 
thfe'iit)iWtt<rheivWh 1^ bMl^a 'ief^oVahi" ' *^Th^ 5ptrit'bf h^aVteh' fi'' 
xribst hbhbr'ibliV^iiti C^Biiiti^) v^itB v^hdtA ikW<* diin'ftb 66nnfpit^.'^|' 
*'tm^'h%kV^pifn^ ^^hkte ht)t hiriofdd; BiA'M^Aa«l Ik Wot'iW^, '* 
tXA'StH^dK db^A W c'ci^fiiel'dbwii tb biir felik"' Would ribttiii^Way ^ 
oNbe*^ii4'M\WbttnK dc/^^h 'j6h6Hh Gbd^eh^^ Siipii'erti^' Bieihg^ • 
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.t^ (hft mifjc^of n>;?i^ or e^rry up the ^\\M n9 «H>Hei? of, I9 jtb^.ijank 
of ^ehpy^ti, and jf He b^ Gpd, fpfilf^ ^hew Cfo<j9 too t ) 

' Again, let us suppose that we leaftie^ frpir^ ib^ ^apr|?d^cripturef, 
tha^t,-fe)i9^h.M>?W WorrtiipiwJ; nudfgf U|e nw« of,. WkI W,a 9pirit; 
th^t ^brpifgfrdut ib^ wfepte ritual (Jirectipg tbe wprfibipco^dp^te^ pfi 
Jijofim ;5>op, U^ iya?i regarded ^ a ^pii^it^tb^ we should oj^serv^, 
that, 9Q9ording to thi^ ri^al, " jibe principal object of the ceri^napniqs 
(tb<pre;i^ed) Y^f S9 Wve <hc sfpinU," afd.fbat *WP»g al) jth^ cere- 
monies employed, " those that were uaed in the serviipe of ^e S^'ri^ 
were co^aideic^d,mo4<.i>y?or/aii/; t^t ^be offi^ew appointed were ^* to 
fa4?ri$ce ^), a^ offer up pr^ye^^ tQ the $piriUf' fnd that ^here w^ 
not any passt^e in the wbo)e ritual which ?po)ce of any priest appoiqi- 
.f^d 4> ifaicr^f:^ to or wprship I^iip updeif the tj^ifkfi pf, qr a3,;God[ j^ shoui/i 
we pot, tbii^l^ llhiiV^be^ wordj* Qocf a^d %irH M chapged places 1 , 
, , Nov this ia the W«b jn Cbinii. S/m is t^^ big^ep^ absofuU appf^- 
Jafiptppii^ in ^b^ )a?«u^e; tber? i^ po cla?ff , of b^i^g? higher th^p 
this class; Shdngtf, the Supreme Ruler, the highest ,bffng spoken of 
in Xh6 Classics, is ip^ely thj^ ^ef\o^^ pi thk^ clftss* Nq pfhcers were 
eYer appointed to worship apy CI939 of beinga called ti, ruler^. 
Sb^ngti, the Sgipreme Jluler,wa^ .worshiped, bM*>. ^.* ^® ^^^ ^^®^» ^ 
a ?W», the Ruler of the ofher Mm^apd^ not 99 a being of a distinct 
.clas^, or species from the sbiit over whoip be ruled, as b^ must have 
been, if the Chinese regarded hiip: as q god^ and the other ^hin as mere 
spirits^ beings belonging (o a different species. More than this, we 
are ei^pressly told, that " if Sb^ngtl were not a shin (observe he might 
still be a ^i, a ruler j or a Shangti, a Supreme Ruler), it would be of 
no use to pray to him ; but if he be fi shin, be cap not be deoe^ved-^' 
Here Shdi>gti's being a proper object of worship is ascHbed to the fact 
of his being a shin,, (not to bis being ti, or 8hdn§tt), and |t is in con- 
sequence of his being a $hin, tha^ he knows the thoughts and purposes 
of the human heart, so that he can not be deceived by an insincere 
worshiper, tf shin means nothing more than spirit, and ^hangti Is 
the highest being k^own to the Chinese, deriving us he does his right 
to worship and his he^art-discerning intelligence frotn his being k shifi 
(the word which denotes his nature, and not from his being Sh^ngtf, 
tbe SupjreiD^ Ruler over the other shin,^ — his official title), then ft 
seems clear that the Chinese can not know df any l^igher being, or 
class of beings, than spirits, and it is of no use to seek for any word 
in their language meaning a god, gods„ not to mention for an instant, 
' $t word ^pswering to our word God. ' 
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From these considerations it is quite conclusive to my mind that this 
Chinese, because of the wor8hi|> of their shin are to be accounted pbJ^- 
theists, and not polypneumatists. 

But the Chinese are acquainted not only with the objects worship- 
ed in their two indigenous religions, viz. Confucianism andTauism; 
they have encountered men of other religions, and in their books have 
given us an account of the objects worshiped by Aliese foreigners. By 
"^what Chinese name then do the Confuciauists and Tduists call the 
beings whom th^s6 foreigners call gbds? 

' The answer to this question will assist us much in determining 
what is the appellative name for Qod in Chinese. For instance, if rt 
is maintained that Heaven and Earth, and the beings who preside over 
the land and grain, over wealth, fire, d&c, when worshiped under thb 
common name shin, are ali worshiped as mere spirits and not gods ; 
there can be no doubt of the tight in which Budha is regarded ; no 
'one would think of calling him a mere spirit. What then do the Cou- 
'fucianists calf him? 

In the historical work called Kdng Kien ^ ^^^ j^ ^ Jy ^ff, 
or Mirrof of History, wMn describing the introduction of Budhism 
into China, the author sayS, " The king heard that in the West 
7^ jp^ l)^ ^ i^5 ^^^^^ ^^^ * S^ ("sAin^ whose name wa's 
Budha." The historian quoted in Knnghi's Dictionary under th'e 
character Fuh {i^, tells a story of the Emperor Ming Q^ of the Hdh 
dynasty (A.D. 50), seeing in a dream a golden man flying about his 
palace. The next morning, upon inquiring the meaning of it he was 
told 1 IS courtiers that it related to Budha. His words were 

^ ^ ^ iP fl^ 'l!^' '' ^" ^"^^^ ^^^^^ ^^ Budha, that is a 

god ( nt he Commentary on the Sacred Edict, he is repeat- 

edly 1/1 Piik jpl f^. the god Budha." The word shin in 

all th es mast be rendered god. and not spirit ; \( then when 

speal _ reign object of worship, who is confessedly not a mere 

spirit but a god, they call him shin, why should not we suppose that 
when they call their native objects of worship, Heaven, Earth, &c., 
&c., shin, the^y mean to rank them as gods also, and not as mere 
spirits? 

We have also accounts of other foreigfi religions besides that of the 
BuJhists. In a work on geography recently published by Sii Sun^- 
lung, the lieut.-governor of Fuhkien province, the Author speaks much 
of the religions of the people he describes. Speaking of the Persians 
and Indians, he says, '* In the high antiquity, in Persia and India, ati 
served the god of Fire (Ho Shin ^ p^). Those li^ho sferved the 
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%tfrt!'t*ieki id the iinJverWithetccbtld be^^hifefe'^A.' '^I'hferefoferth^ 

^ekfabwle^e'/iljleJK^odi tK]^vsyrt,'as aB6ute4 of 'M^iiftg')'f%-W>«» hit 

isl^i b>U^ Q be^igiunt beiqg whe^^eot th^oi' Mee^ngsi < Now lllfe S\in: its 
:ti^.ont bethg worshiped hyiiiai'fiifmek /;06"th^ r^fir^ih}i^eiii{g 

ai a mer^ s}Mrkt?.€bii|d\lYii^ diuiioi{ihat)cf%icippfos«li tlie)rrbg?i^d t<i^ 
,S'inbiv'4s^ril>1noSfi9akitD^ •afnheihijm «ifiOvmkicV"Mt' aptiKui s^ys, 
.S' (There 'bi^u oU ^f^ftpia tWelfvrbcfer^beoun.thet^Qd lol'IiFireff/iv 
,i84i#i>|riw^hoiiofe4/^> fflT^ievAlHciHifl;/ bcdeJlslHsv^^^ofcthtjfvMtr^es, 
jhini8yranid/))ea9Ui; aB^goda'^^Am^^f^Ddi^lMeber. k^b-an .ew^ni]!! <&fi6iB 

beasts as gods (shin)" When telling of Hannibal's swearinfrtetrrtiidl 
letti9iiy4otneRt|ni9^9^.hQi9Bfrsitbiil/:benBh¥i*^ 
-Jik^i-iihJrhi, Jiiip»lep, add jinia noto'ca^li hmi)' 59j]A<ii^irikK^{|»t/ eVlt 
-Mhin ^ ^^'f&^ >^' ll^V '^l»igt^di /tfih'nt; iw)borH tKeipl^iMei^i>s 
>oi»liiifiiB<l.f< iMTHoi kfcrBf«f^e'th«8(th%li«wWh.^fc4iltti«f«l liy'thfe'Wlf^r 
'3n8t«w;\ir'e wo^lM^H<«Jt|Ie.wofa'^p*ilI>t:Awlt^^^^ Nrtior{d«t<^Old say^tf^e 
-Par8ee8/JirowhiJ)€ld'MTthB'S»k, ;lhd» spirtt"of 'lirfe>"Whift 'Jufm^ #*dtf*a 
opiritplfaat'trtes^'^iiitU^ beaBtkynfedn ««vi)^o|Uilip«d^«si»)[)^r!t8.: ' ' ^ "- 
But there are nations with wh«8eflii>ofilli)!r»\#w qrriyef'ftMj-iiilaitttli^*-, 
,#faaaoi relldpiott I<sfJUkeiiri)f^ib^l«h»r>fwi)t«nf; ilnib^l^d>i^mjbii, 3'^(h 
qi»gfe(6f Hia!Vofkv'he»sp«aikeIofvthfel€Aij«At tniw#iipfed^byr|rji^ fc¥»>rfrfd 
j^riiHollle fiaUro{ie»)i»9ibaii oBylvdnt f|amedlQb»litt'(edt<this'B^irg? 
{^Hid aoi^ftisid M rollfc^»t44-n<JiJrEbb^iw(Faiiefl|ifl^4)p.iit) Ji9dda^ftrid 
fifi iUlconqtrieeifto; tUQEwes^io8ih>(,BdfKipe)(rdll'iPM9enfl)@(l9^i:(^^^^^ 
jof;ibe%vti<. I)rC<fao H^Mfhit^ of{ihef(GfsidT^^fie)toftrh9.«reryKeotiinii^ti(|^ 
/iirAih)iM:Q9e8:Ui lb0 tktieMifl (Fw4r£ra^ (>BiChf^9idOI) ni tfaobegiaVibg 6f 
.'thre'Sbdn^ djriiUistiioviflc .(M«ies)9:piiiiieiids'«}ffrr»thei<GM f'/S^Af^t/ j)f 
'!hetff«nft dtebeatdedirfiiiiKwi &£ount ^^tft'toiArabra/Bn^ddiv^ded^HHe 
.'(Ten ComhiaddHienjts fiSP'flie'iiisUubtioki bf menj i^hO'^be^vaBC^ii^f 
,th& 'tevEmtlk day as^^ft'^i^bikihl^omnieooQd )rrdikirthis'icimie, 'whteB'is 
-di^tnnt fremttbd birth! aff:l6SQd<>Ke;tliiKliSHJik)idnd^f^ver^i'^otidf^d'y€^ 
,tPHe!(^<'i«rftAir;Armiii> ieltgibnxjffttieiLoriidff H^a!iF^«>(ithe)RMiiisb\ 
;Hipruiig'ftrohitVi6yjit iscfiotmheft<fawiskii«Kgw^ fli'i . . Si- 

f I Ofttbefchfewacter tof'the Bmri§/wfiiwt?ip^.dfi%»ihe>ievu!s andifiiiro- 
(peadi^ide ^uiiihavejiaqiugstMWk; iniidj tbiuk therd^aAi be ^a^^4oul>t 
16 
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42^ D^en^ jDf\an Es^a^^ ^^\ 

ihat (hiA author tknew th^till^ MthOigA^QthiB Im at Mount 8f«{|it md 
who U the alone object of, worship of the J^wsythe Rtoma^iitf, and of 
all ^uropeai^».^as nQiperQ, spirit,; and y^thQ c^U Him. taj|l( through 
this section t^e J^him^ he^^ven. . ^ other ,part» he calj? Jesjus, when 
spoken of ais an obj^t.of wprahip, h}f ,thi$ name Shin : ;e. ^. th^ 6th 
Section^ at thft 39^h pagci ;-r-" Those: who .enter th?, rf{ligion"pf Je^m* 
do not sa^rificft to any other god (Shin) >|> {[£ ^J p^^ , *ey dp n(^ 
make offering9i to, tbeir anoestors; buttegi^rd Jesus as the Savior, of 
the world/' Also. Seotion », p. 7., ':^tg^M^ pff $: )^ ^, 
^5^ ^ ilfj E»"^"^^y do not iactifice to aricestors but JLukishi 
(Logos ?) ; that u^ Jesus is^he ohly god (Shin) they serve." ^ - : 

These quotntioos. from* the work of the rieuK^^goveriiOi^of Fuhkten, 
who is admitted to be a very aceoinplished writer; ire of ifthportaJicd, 
not only to prove that tbet word Shin isV^iti sdnile easesi at Miy vai^, 
used in the sense of god and not spirit ; they are alsb very* importtvrit 
to rebut someassertions of Dr.; Medhurst-oontarned in his recent pub- 
lications. . 'hi I :"■.-• I .1 ; . ..■.".;' \. . '■• "J . ■ I 

In the Letti^ to the ProtestantiMis^ionaries at the Five Port^, signed 
by hhnself and Aveothersi, lie asserts th»t the us^ .oC sAin to render 

yif^Bog m the NiT; would ren^eii *Mhtt whole vmrk uficl^ipal ^hd con^ 
temptiblei" , ** pr^mok^ the ridioule of every well informed Ghinese;?' 

.jthat " it WQMldspotl the' W^k for toy effioiencjr to others;'* " [woducje 

. monstfofis .difli(i|lilnes.for us ,to^ struggle against/' " involye att ab- 
surdity ;"aBd>»bjwreirtUfcr>*f;throwobatecle8 tri tWe way of.theieceptkfa 
of;the truth on the pariofitfaeOlttBese/' .i.i n S 

That, under allthc cfircumatances'of^e case, D^. M . «Tvd hisi friends, 
to carry a particular ^xMnt sfaoiuild hirve had reeouirse to such krhetpvip 
as that above quoted, is' very much to be' fegretted^ Dr. Biedhurit 

' has beent for thi^y years. :aia(ndeht br4he Chinese language-;- he is 

. known to be an excellent scholar, and he might justly* expect thdt his 
opinions on any matter respecting the Chinese would bvvre great 
weight, not only in Eur.ope ^nd America, but also witlvhis missiohary 
brethren in China, especially those recently lirHvedJ^Tihis shouts haVe 
bound him to particular Carefulness in? < the statements of the laots 6f 

. this great case Wllicb he put forth: to the public,' and to the exerciib 
of much. caution in the expression of his opinions. lu stead of this^ 
his statements concerning the fadts of <he case htatve been so contra- 
dictory (no notice being given to the readier of these contradiction^)', 
and many of the opinions dxpr^ssed by him are so nmnifestly the result 

. of il'ritationt not Pf calm jud^ent, that we must warn htm not to be 
.surprized if, in China. at.;ldast,.and among his missbnary br^threi^ 
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Dtfmit of mi Ehay, Sfi^ 181 

whdse kni[>wledge of the Unjrnage of the country etfables them to 
ifaquilre for tbemselTes of «• vrelT-infbntted Chines^,'* what is their 
dpiniondfthe use of fiV^tV; if his statements and dpihions cease to 
IWveanyilrei]^htataH. . i i .1 

* On Dri MecttidritVfedntirsidlctory statements' with respect to thd 
li^aning ^rid ichatactei' of sbme of WHJ %ost important words about 
Vifhich controversy exists, I have alrekcly 'commented, and shall have^ 
^lll'tUrther ocbasion to commemi sk>' that I shkll say nothing more on 
thsit subject at presient. But I will here mention some of the circum- 
stances connected with the Letter of the 3(hh Jan., Which tend, in my 
liiihd, to deprive the opinions therein expressed in the intemperate 
language above quoted, of all weight. ^1" • » 

' OA the i7lh of January, Dr. Medhdrst, Mr. Strdtfach and Mr. Milne 
nr^ed Dr.' Bridgmain ajid myself to conseW to a' compromise of on* 
difficdhies, in order to procure an imm<^diate edUiob of parts of th^ 
N^T. The compromise proposed by them waslhM we should consent 
tb their having 5,000 copies with the Word €i^ rendered by 9v; 
on' which ^cotiditioa they would consent to our having 5,000 copies 
iHtb ^hog rendered by Skin, This compromise we rejected : this was 
di^ the 17th oft January, h^O. ; :• :i; 

' These facts are important, as (he sequel will show, to enable the 
reader to estidtate-, nk their 1 true worth, the opVnions of Dr. M. and of 
iUesst^. S. and M. above quoted. On the 1 7th of January, they surely 
c(Kil4^^ot hdve supposed that the use df Shin to trahslaie Oso^ would 
^nddr Qd4'^^oly,word ** contemptil^le,'^< an^ *^ throw obstacles in the 
ijirayof thie reception. -of the. truth on 4tie part of the Cbinese/' or^ they 
,Qould not hhve cojMeutfid to' a compromise withTsucn a term; and if 
4ihey learned^ At to late ai sjtage of oiir.,cuQiroy>effsy, all these sad 
iltidgs about i9A3i|, only after they became pror.oked with us for rejectr 
Mg their'pr4)fiEered, compromise^v t^e. , between the I7tb 99d 3(Hh of 
Jinuabty, the judicious ;r«ader will readily vlnderstand how much^ 
dpiftium^ taken up u^der. such: circonaotaiicesy and expressed in such 
Janguagie,.8boiild;weigh with him. 

4 If the; opinions; concerning Shitt above quoted are correct^ no mift- 
sionary, as he reverences God's holy word, should h£^ve anything todd 
with it «»s the renderiGfg.of 0eo(; ^nd ifeHery.*^ iirellrinformed Chinese" 
is to be.fltMppo^d »Qapiible of appreciating th^ '' ridicule ** its, use must 
e^u^, fUl those: who have used. this. te^ip for, pod ^e to be esteemed 
f^hanmifiilly pulp;iiib|e f(W np( e^ecci^pg eyen the commonest care in a 
^matter ofsuch extreme impoma^e.. I, am far fron^ 4esiring that th^ 
;<ia^9e A>f Skin ,shvuld:sitand Mpo« thev^hQ^ldersipf f^y jneu ; if it is noJt 
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that Drs. Morrison, Milne, and Marshman used ^s^jM^pri^ ^m^fLS^j^j/^ 

bU,r^Repl.f})r ih^^d/f^^^^ii .t^ie,|li{yiagjWh€» ha^p ijs^d ^his w^iid, .^j^, 
^W?4!fJ,h?iV3 fl^RPpse(i,tl5a^/fJJl^^,l[eg|^l[4 joii l^jp, flwr^ pa4,.cpurse.w.oul4, 
¥^^f^^ym^^^.i^ ?39ef:fif|g^ sgi^r^a^ly^^/?fJ..M9q^^i;ifi^dly, tlj^tjsqfij^,^ 
use ci Shin would render God's ^x ^^^.4 ^9"fl^PRl^f)H'^ vi,: '. * I 

mm- o.TMiJPtf:^ ri^arif tiitf^,;nr7'V ^»» .^P^^^« ^^ tf^^'^fflf*^.^ pvif?& 
4.aiq.l^iD}vii)e,l^A<^*»;^:.CW|i^^ ^m^^f^- . Xh^jftte 

jfiG,^.^ ,thft,|f,i[tst^WHipiftni9linp»tj ijskf th4WM«t^te4,H^T}^< ^:H^. jp^. 
|?'ye7(tjh^il3l^ilioVe^>^hp4l4,wilyi!WQrrfwpr.9^r>Sf^«,^ JJitd Pn^ M/edt 
b^^ PQHe?,ni^ii\>^Mh aiuoweH-iH&r»#diCrbioese>!5 whett^te M5tot<*4hi» 
W<wU,iiWhp§§j9p[^05V/h^migbji^»^^i5>*ed^,iWVd jb<) IpraifwHf 4 Wi^WVf 
from rendering that important part of Go^hQljy i.wptd)f>'^<(Q$ter]QpAH 
Wfi," !whi§J>>J ^W»>ifi»rf!itJ^eiQbi^ ojf jhi* vHQrk.wp* taTOOflw»^»d^401the 
T^^^T^n^ls a^ii pt)e4iftft<?^p6tf)e fifeiiWBsq.?,fIivtbe ^«n4*^! Ming^ Pft.JMt 
^ip^jLl^.1Ho^i)(li!SAi?ifprifip<4hrft0^h<>wt. |S«^h.Jiseijt«i>iQfiP ap tW((»J!- 

X»':^Q<'tndfi)f 'ij}j(b>^i i^iJ<|(Mf^ ifuSlib'ir)!! Sdii,i<£DOvjt4Jo. i Thi6)VW(Hr<k 
)i ibil^e»«Ai(rM)aci^ li|)^if«eiiaber6i«^^!the tnietihniWb«ietgneditt)isiI]dlter, 
bft^6'thd^ib6agiis:'qu«)tttd'^fnNi» it wei^fiuWished.^ H4w damDrJ Afe^ 
-iiuy^^afid ^^btivet'si^eist ^'«ht8^I^ett^ii^<9co>»iit,ibr thei^'ceodoit 
^n tbus-dt^riUilirig tU)s 4»m>kj'i^ ibey r^lii^betmn^tkiax tibeniseof^^ 
l^iGod^vdidbra Itiwbrfa 'Vb^tetn)itirbl0,'^«md thai the ipailiUig^odit)^ 

And if they were not so fully persuawlcd bf fbii^as t6li*ii«)Wtit ttt 'inl 
-flii«r«« tHe4ti©Wfii«ohidfciiMi,» hdw' cauW< thej ipuWish suoh jopiiiibiifc to 
«jiifldeii^eUb^^<!S5(idliWi«fkJtAer&t ; !^i ^ « . . • 
' Wl^i^n' i reirf'lhU'tetleri * <5bdld'iibt bur a»k'*iy«elf, Db thfese sifc 
¥^H^^rMiy^'''i'Qpp(^t %^ht^'i)ts, Mo^rife^rt, 'Milfte and/iM^Wfanrtan, 
^rt J^'te^t 4ifW kftt wyi4rJf6^*i^d'<Jb}fi€^r<!>^i ttiiBfittog*'Wiiifh< th«(^, 
%Her pUMH^Wi^hf^^'tb'tW^ H*^Wfe 4d inqiArfe''i«^W^! tb^y!'teW)Wght 
bi^th^ fa^W^te/t^^d'irdfitie* tHe w^¥4^€Mri Do tbfey f^ltyt'wedtj t^ 
%aseyt^'tbdt t%6're9a4t'of Ihfeimdify yfears 0f hard Ifcbor bf thtese^ 2e«k>ui» 
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this bp.ithea uatiou t Are Dr. Medhurat and those who ^ijg^iied it^is 

Pia|)^r >yi^i JiiojV tlje .9/Qljf fljpsipii|^rf^^^,Hoyir.jin^X;.hiQ^ ^^^ >?f^ favor^d^ 

witii t^e .ittterx^Q^^f^i f^]^^\jipSQr^i^di Q^\ff^9^ V . P|r.. jRiec^jjaRet, .fc9M% 

l^jiA^yyhdef.cqttr^jift^wS'^^^llkiliad^eit^ 

rapulAtiotti £Qriac<uir46x. . Skini-LMm ptirteaded|>Mibcgf&nd^Kie i^wik* 

-rlimii wsfH d^^t iMig«i( tiwtiim ii^fir)e^iit^ubjeeipi>oi' #is wimJ^i 

drtit' givih^'offeiid^ to *»'\^6H-lVtoVlii6d'(!?flltt'esfe;*»' ihan 4!liatibytti^hed Iti. 

Ihe quotations above/giveh ' (roiii me g^Wraphical' work',' liJll'^ss th^ 
i ' ^. ■ ' • >' i'"' 'A miii,o'j('\" f. • .• • ' -^...Tj n • .. . ..'J u -• ' . :, 

,/ iTher,f ^s m^"^^ '9p^%M4era^o^ which proves CQaclusivej[| toj ixx^ 
m\^;^V^^^Im^m%M 6hft,e#tiiM^tfoapi\^^.Cihiij^^, g^f, ppli 
spiritA. It is that they call their idols by this name. . fi'be. CbiQiuif 
9r^£^lM^i^AtbMiit]|i9^.f w^lly give« Iq id<4atry^" To thei^,^4ols 
y^yibAve bpiU .IhtHMkwdi^ Qf^ep^liWteipy.MQet^av^ry »bp^se,,if^^ 
ltt3iritaW%^f^,fftll.Pt4jw^i^l:i#a.*atij;)f,,,M^ 

ctfttWWmif i«ij,;!itMiilt>wftf|i*prfi ea6.^to|ti^4,.;^g^ ^^^,4,^i^i^,^;j 
^l\W»-;w,i-Wfi?^>id9|^iw4fite ^^. liisVoWr,wo9^^9^,(ir^wg, p^ 

fl«1l.TOwiri^.rfl^^>fitft«*5|s.^w^Wfi^^ift ^km fi^ftm^^-gti^J^^,?^ 




iskik J^bA'^'^i V'ittpj^^ thc'WH>eer<M» nei^tAM^Hn ti^th&^^tii'Mi 

'^M6unt BitoiiVtlr^ Sfiih pe^Hetk^i*ii^^uA\^^y^W4kr>bi*^^iie4Pl^k<fi^^^t^^ 
'Skin. u^^hip»fi^lb^l0hrialMiap/Io T^is imtt)t>f ipplto t>9. li^cvn^- vttie«bipe;4,.I^ 

but it should be. observed he, does not, call, the Si^n woirshrped bv the P^rsees, 
the trees, l^easts, and' bir^s worshipecl by' the people of Africa, or tbe Jupiter 
of the '6r^ka^^uk 6r^Aan^ik\ bul^&Ain' If theh t^^'Wbiitd t^boviye i wAtd 
'- that <^ti^ if^ -^ftt^y ^d»l^ r^wl^ ilohAn •m'S '^Up, ^J^dik HMb^ trted ^dj^tl^ Imd 
iiHt^i]^rt^j>titi4tik^li*b€i glifc^ 1)^. tbidmbtlM^r^fav^ >i^iirBtiiwiiSAiin>fon«t^^ 
iSjWn. i»ho iavip>^be4*»b4t W|OtW»« ^ifllip;^!^ J?ji)^ffs-1ir^jif>}thfi(jalpifift,%'^ 
w^shjpfdjby ipi^rifiti^^^ ^nd.tl?.e Q^et^ Y(ra*V«n*.^ .Q«^f)e}cf^^ar^ep„af>^ 
Africai>8 are SAm and not Shan^ti. — For aiv interesting account o(* 8oqiQ,oId 
temples thU were ouilt in ilie }tth century to the ddd of heaven, see Ap- 
'pen<Ii«B. ■'■'■•"■'• ■• ■'••■ ■'■"■ ■ ■■ •'"■ ■"■ ■ •• ■■ ■'■ •■' 
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y^allth, dzic.;' k Dr. Bettdh^iih gived us the followhifg lAi^TftoiH^ 
in o^cet of Lewchfevr aboat the gods of a ibhiple' in' that cbuntry :-^' 

"t yei'terda'y' received vbiir letter. Vou went to see tlie Hu-ltwoh (Coun- 
try- protect! rtgV Wiohadtm,' and foifnd it iti All respects ci^mmodioUs ' and > 
Suitable f6t a feiUdetihk. You do not speak now of retnovti^ to another lodging, 
But*yotf 'request US' t4^ remore the god»fs^; «f thetemirie^ and place them^ 
outside of itl 'BtptUMi abbot of thif monastery has told anef in relation'to rp-^ 
n()ovsBgtbeiei^oda^fAin;;,.,tbat ouJUs pnevious bMinbl^ at^pUbatiofi yoa per- 
ii|j|te4,tbe» 1^0;P9Win.4«;b¥Wef«fpce,.jil9w jf thej>^ ^W«"o»cn 

Jjifr the ^hfiUjpu^i^^ jan4 ^^^^^\f[^^J 9^,^^ vimost importance^ I n .case yoa 
should remain long in it, there would be much inconvenience. I beg you to 
wait till another day, wlien' t will choose a place, and lei you know that you 
can move. I send this short hoiie, respectfully h6pib|[ you are happy ; this la 
^ r^dtve W say. ' Hiang Ydng-l^u, treasurer of Chdngshib ftL ' May 
to; 1846L Ati' im^K>rtanc communicatiotL''^ ^Bee &ttht9e R^potihry, Jam 

^' I have 'before me now a chart of alltfae'i^'it, (Uung .sAIm. ^ 
Iri^e ^^Mt of trighest etnid^oe I see the repreae»lalfo»of a venerable 
Old'itaatf with a cfownon his head',' direeHyoter him ar«' written tM 
tWO'cfhai-atters ^hni^i J^^ ;' it i^'tKe'^ohioPgodt^the Tjaisto> 
ihei^'ar^'sMir'df liirVatiks attd Sizes around'htm^ "Gorlftii&ius, totf ii 
i\iere\i\m Wd^ ^E i^^^^ Rolers aro thtre alij6;' eveify doe 6r 
ihese'^'AiA is'Vep^^seUted as a cdrtiore^il^ typing, has i[ human fi^re; 
tiu'd ^'dt Dr. Midhurst ndwtelfsHis the Chitnede.Skmtae^noigi3di,^ivti 
mere spirits. What! you ask : That old man who sits at the head of 
t"hem all— thi's stone' or wooden thihg-^o the Chines^ reaHy think it 
a spiifijt : an incorporeal, imniaterial being 1 ITo this, t)r. M . replies ': 
f? The phras^ \>yopdefl.g9(ls '. may occ^r, but it is^vi^ent i|t isnj^d by 
netonomof fpr tb^ vfoqd^njimflges of gods; ai^ it woijild b^ quhe ,a^ 
alpproprtate to i^>eak iof the mooden in^4;iges. of spiriu, qr of s^i^ts^ as.^f 
|[ods;V< The propriety of such a figure of speech will depend upon the 
c^>iracter of Uif|-go<is tif whoih t^Qse ^oeMien statues^a|re said to be ini^ 
•ges. A spirit' i8> if w6 understand the word {jrigi^t, e% ti tttmini^ m 
imfmaterial, incorporeal hieing. A inaterial image -of Sdch a b^ng is 
Very difTerent from that of a g()d, who may be supposed ko be a beiiig 
Ippmpound^d of spirit and, ^>dy. The, A^postle ^^ays -in Rcqiins I., 
f * TheJjr fool ish ibearts wer.e dar l^ened ; they became foojls, ^d c)>a nged 
the glory of the ioeorruptible God i^o an image made Jike to o«fcupt i- 
iyte man,'and to'birds,'' di>c., Le* they lost tlie sense df Qod'spure spi- 
HtuiCTity, shid bbnt^eked of hitiV as tesembling men, bil'Js, teists, &c. 
'if He Greei^i* we, know ma(}e iipages of, their dsoi, and all polytheists 
we believe have done the same : but these makers of images j^e fancV 
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m^i^ti^JL Wxnn^* ,<3pifitwal bKpitig^tbey,fy^«^bujtfliotiajicoiiipouq^04i; 
4hfy had bcKlie|i,9/s Wiell f^ flpurit9^m>..lba^ there. w^A 1^0 ahsprdity io 
Ih^ir BiakM^g,corpp9e«) ,uiiagjQfl,of them. If Um Orct^kit esteeflfledtheM 
gp4a.w,PjijM'9J9pif;ita^howi^HHiMnDQiP€jir lmr,e/any /cotHmvjwsjii wUh 
?«rt for)a!is<?r*ingthat.** They bejiqgoda ibat arte made with hwiid«»r5 
The goda of/Ho|ner are certainly 4H>rpprea] beings— tnot mefi^ ,iiiim«r 
lierifd spirits. ! They iride in chariots, fight in armor ^ and are. wounded 
^n ci^flict with inortalvmei^ { .4«^«^.u1^W Almer^^ 9Kmted the.jcar; ai| 
the charioteer cIDtomed, . Moqcjn?. (»j ...; ;. . \ > ;; ; n . .-^ < 

piomed aod A|ar? %ht; jlih? poet thus describes theii^, ej^icofijin^r'.r^ 

sv . 7 : I .1 Tl^dfu-ingpreiektthf 4retdf^^i5f^d of \Var^; 1.. / ; ii 
FuU at tba chief, above his eouraer's head, v ' , 

" ^rbm Maf«^s arm tVenbrmotis weapoi^ il'ed : ' * '\ ' • 

Pallaa opposed her hand^ and caused to '^:1W»i6e^ ' '' ''* /*" ■'' 
i : ' fVr from the caf^Uheslmfl^ iMtnoi-tal fkM^ »'t :i'^ ?; 'I 

, ,<. - .V ■ . iii »Th^ Ihfcw th^if«iroepf/Tfide#i- wavliilUi^DivV' •., ^ ^ |; r. . (,) 
; . '. . '-T^PW^!;ft*^P»id.5Miegodd|Bf^,in^ ;. ,^ , | ,„ ^ 

, ,, WNi^ the.2^oai|(aiicli^e^V£ jkiVtffinof r&tui<i. 

It jnerred the <7o<f; his ^oeit received' Uie Wotind. 
' Mar* 6eiitott)*ii£M Mc/r«m;^c.'^'* ' " * " ' ' '* * ' 

1*0 speak pf the images orsiich gods as these appears lialuraf and 
appropriate; but 1 can not see wlhat propriety there wpuld be in' pe'M 
sons making " wooden images of spirits,*^— of incorporeal/ immaterial 
Veings. iJntil therefore Dr. M. brings us an instance of soiwe peiopti 
making stone or Wooden inia^es/and worshiping iK^ni under tfife liariii 
of' spirits, we bust include from tfte. feet iliat' the 'Chinese niakii^^ 
*ages of ihfeit'sJiin and Worship theni, that'thfey A)'t'egaM dieniy gicif;^^ 
airid that,' becahse of this worship, ihejr aire to \)i aiicotirited^polytli'^i^ts'; 
and not polyprieumatist^. ' ' ' m ; r i t; iji) ,,1 . ( 

In answer td all that we have urged above to show tfiat'Ml^ 'Js?th4 
absolute, appellative liame of the Chinese' gods, instancies ire'i)rodt/fc- 
ed' in which the word can not be rendered' ^brf; >yhere, foV instance', 
"the human spirit — that of a Kvirig man— is calted kwn; and as tlie 
word in this case can not be rendered a gifd, the inference Is draw^ 
that it can not in any idstance have this meaning. ' Di*: f^/tfays, ** If It 

•According to the views of the Ainerfcair Hfissionniry, tiorwftKte seenm tl> 
use' the word<»?6o<r very wtclassicajly » but iftbe- Iliad is'to hd ptft asic^^ liPliat 
fGreek booli shall we epnside.f e^itledi tio ran%r aiiioi^ ibq Oreek claB»ics? , 
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tlTM diH^ent Ofitnes^^ ti4it4s, 'Wl^vlita tbtf !«i^«^>€hfihe8d'iK/rU^, mai/ 

myiMitidi' I kiiY^ that Di^? Mo^i'iyoti; <Milh^; iM)id!Ali»stv <}m^ 
and a tttlmbeir dFt>tli«r <re^y bteltigefht>Ohk«iMl^ iifi6M'tiivl$*ii«ed '^^tk 
itt Wi* ntKiHQ ot'0od< ^§vd\ g^i,iatidNilr^5j>f;<fb'dlgftyfin if ^^ci^! rtieri 
its the^^ 'Irfavel 'ftlteiif ?ht6 th</ error'br ushig ^fii^slfme SMc*d for QiSA hM 
spirit, it is surely too much to suppose it ab absUrd&ty ^O'^iioy tfaii 
Chinese writers raaf hiv^^ufed tYie-^wAtA^MM'm tfcte' *ttse of a god, 
gods, and in that of spirit^ S\^, I rkSttrf^ adifait thatio render shin 
ya«/;ih'Vh^t!5as^^Vddadid by Df. 1!J./''»1 ^ hifii^^^U'^S fskif^ 
blown about ;'* and ** As ! Write; my god (shin) ^\6^ away to you 
&c. ;" would bi v'ferV ab^i^d J'T6i^ (hferfi ckrf WAb;;d(l'ubt that by sin 
shin 1^ ^ in tjlie nrk sentence^ and, s^^^ the writer 

means his owOnWipi, , ■„ . , ,, ,. ,,\ ,, .. , ..,;:,..| 

But on the Qoalr.ary, I coatend thai t)ie>abmirdit;y in equally great 
to suppose the writers^ Rioted a^bbv^e tl'seUM word ti8hVi in this sense, 
when they call th^ tieihg WHd'^^jli^e ihe'Tift'^^bh IVf^'h^^ a Shin; 

when they call Jesus tRe omyj!S(^«^^^ by Ctiri^tians ; or Bud- 

ha, the Shin Puh; or say trees, bjrids^^^^ worshiped as 

dered, tha conclusioato 
nis Word shin ^where we 
iveyep, that>,when used in 

With us. the word spirit 

i^tiiig^Atft that belonged 
j^p. t)fe^^prin|or4ia! siib^t^nce of >vhich. heavei^, j^af|th, marj;^ a^^^ all 
Ai>in.g?,Wre m,^4,e^..t^ sfi\ny ^h^r^ibre^.is <;^i)jy^ a.portioi^^of the 

Vnij^.e|rs^lly ^iffuseddivimfy.^ But I^jialJ ^,ende^y^^r tff^ jpt forth. \^e 
'pifinescf yie.wif uf this lii alter m.p.re^fi^^^^^ jjjii^r i.haye^^otiQed,I)rJ,JiIed- 
,^n]|r^t*s finswer to th^ conclusioii drawn, fj:c)ii\ tj^ep.r^rpise^s staged, in my 
Espsay, viz., ** That ihe class of bpin^^j 9,aIle(J sAijfi^ ^^fjrjg^tj^e.^higjiegjt 
class worshiped by the Chinese, must be i-egarded as the gods of 
^China;. and sA^tt as the generic riatiie for ^^orf iii theCJiiaese language." 
**In rcipty to this,'* Dr. M. sayS (R^ply to Dr. Boone, p. 40.), ♦* we 
may Observe tltat we have ibUiidifttly p^oviA' khhi to btj the genei*^ 
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WT?? .W4i fPf ^<?rf» P3T ^W^HeiH^^, ()x,^^iy <?)fi^^W ^K«^r,"., ,'^iiis 

ip-M^^c ^^^ ^tf which <9^|3t^5if\ej)»^^^wefiif.^^^ W4 'pi'fl^r T^j^Wf 
f^^,aA^ ifl9ln<^9," .a ^fg;^r,/:j?,a^^ cji^ ^^l^^ fh^,^h^^;ftr^ v^i^^alljr lerju; 



j'm* 'A is not th^ nam^ of the giwjifs'Aomo in.vhf.n^se^ b,9.(^^use tjie 
phi^f Qne of ihi^i^nus, he whohiis nkMsb poWer, t6 whoui the ' most 
honor and reverence is showtf, and wh6rii dll^ the^ other iViditJdu'als of 
17 
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126 Defense of an Essay, q*c. 

this genus in Chini obey, is nevier cailed " ihc m^h" par excellehci^^ 
but is disiinguishecl either by his )ptopet name, or ty some title .• 

To upset the cohclusion that shin is the absolute" a()pellative nam'fe 
for god in CHinfese; it shduld be >ihown Whb the ClT^ gods Are) 
that they afe a higher cl^s of icings than thfe«*tn,' and what thd^^ 
absolute appellative liahie is ; this last wbr'd belti|f%und, th^ tlaim^t 
shin would b^'set asidie at once. /t>r/Med1iurst wrote hiA Inqtiiry (6 
prove that ti ^ wil^ this Word, th6 *• generic for God in tlbjiibsfe." 
This ground', however, he abandoned in hiri letter'ofthe 30th January, 
1850, and it has since been most peremptorily overruled by Dir. 
l^egge, who says, " The question ' what is the generic term fcir god in 
Chinese' is futile, as there is* ho ^u6h word in any language, li (ti) 
means Riil^r;** According to Dr. Leggie, god is a relative term ; he 
goes therefore in que^t of an appellative relative!, and finds all he wants 
in Shdngti; this, however, can hoi. content Dr. M., who must have a 
generic terni, and who alt through his writings has regarded the word 
god as an absolute appellative. * Raving fallen but with shin, and 
being obliged to abandon H ais tl^is ^absplqte appellative; there was 
no resource left him but to fly to a foreign lauguage for airf. Ao- 
^^ cording to his principles, an4 that of those who signed with him the 
^^^***'^ " letter of the 30tt January, that we must have a generic term, he shoulcl 
I think, have returned to shin, and adherefl to this term, until some 
higher absolute appellative noun ih the language was, proaucedi or hp 
became convinced that, the Chinese have iio gods at all ; for the fact 
that shin is never used when standing absolu^tely to designate the 
chief Chinese god,. can not prove that it is not the general name of ^1 
their gods.' iHhe fact could bejircwedf, whiph it is the object of this 
argument to tm^/y, thi^t because Shdngtf , the chief god, is .never de- 
signated by shin when this word stands absolutely, be therefor^ belongs 
to a higher class of bepgs than the class called ^hin;, i. e. that he is 
something more. as to his nature tl^an the chief one of tliis class, thepi 
indeed there would be great weight m^tn^, argument. Dr. jVI.'s In- 
quiry was written to make o»ut this j^oint, as I saidi not oi^ly for Shang- 



cellence, 



■ ■ .. • J 1 ; ■ , i'' ^ ■' !'• » -^"' ' ■' ■ '•^' ■■ — ^! 

The argument of Dr. M., that, Deucause shiT\ is i^ever .cused for God par ^x- 
cncc, it can not thereifoW bd the ^yen^ric name fhigod^ln Chih^sel is ba^ 



upon the assumption thfU the, woya for gad \n ny.epy If ngi^f ^ e m^^t 0i;§tbe iisie^ 
propria, and then afterwards improprie, but 1 think I Ji^ve Bufficiently shown 
that thid is bare assnmpUbrli Theflfiirdt 68:> ofth^ apptellili^ tiarii/fof ^rf, 
when standing absolutely, to designate a disppsjng mipd,,the aut,hor of alPthingb, 
may be long subsequent to the use of this word as tne general name of the gods 
of a people, as'we huve shown above in the' instance ofAiiaxa^r^, Who is said 
first to have y^ed the Gxeek wptd &Bog in th^way. i . jj • . ^ ' , . , .. i 
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Defeuse\tff an E&sdLy^ ^c. 129 

il, bv^t f^rjthe^qtfier ^ixi, who are styj^d jfj, rulers; but H is now ad- 
Dnitted that t%\\^ji r^laUvje.tern^^/ '.that does Dot indicate nature/' and 
the ,wh9}e argui^i^enjt of the Iiiquiry of ,coura^ goes fpr nothing. Dr. 
Ji^gge.a/^sei:t9 it^ as his opinion that "there are to the minds of the 
Chinesje peica?le ^hrpe orders of intelligent existences-rmen, shin or spi- 
ritSi af^^ ^fidngtj." If Pr. I^gge Jiad, proved this instead of merely 
. a^s^rtj^g \\,\ if i^e had shown, :t|ia^ the authors quoted by me in my 
Essay, who assert " That Sha^gtl* is ^he Shin of Heayen ;" "the great- 
est of jthe; Qpl^/s^ia) Shin.;" ** the fnost honorable of th^Jii^ndred Shin," 
&c,^ &C.J,. w^re inisl^a^en^l ^n<jl, h^ degfs^ded him l^y such a classifica- 
tion ;j a^4;;^b|oy^ a^, th^^ hp- w^sinpyer mrishiped among this dass^ 
, and jVind^f , thjs nom j^.^hin ;, \X j^pul^ (have had more weight than audi 
a naked a^ser^ipjO, w,it^iout ,1^1^ .attempt at prpoij; fcf I c^ipinot consider 
the lassertion that "Shdngti is ^jie.Lord and ^osexuox of the other 
Jwo^7 ajs air9Tding thp .siigfiteatjpri><j/" that, the i(iat%ireoi Sh^ngti is 
. higher Jth^9 ^i^^^ ^^ ^^^/^i^,^ governs. If this be admitted as proof 
. pf superiority oinatjtirf^ (hen I am.sifre^ quite a^ good an argument can 
. be coi^structefl HjQ, prove .tb^t the J^ipperor^ who^ is j^ljled Jiwdngti 
^ ^( A9^^^> f^^jer,. Uf .c^. a. higher nature tha^, ^l^be, men over whom 
iheruljss. ,. •. ,. ., 1,;; •: , -, • , .,:.;/ ^ ,, ,,. 
. Tha^ shin.h^^^Yfit bej^n used, when ^^ttaqding) ah^utely, to de- 
^sig^ate thff higher >^iqg;k^own to the^.Chueiesei :haB been, 1 believe, 
the g]:e^test ^ii)(ira9ce to its i^iv^irpal pidopUpn as the rendering of 
E^him ^ ^so^hy •t^i?jP^ol^3tjaiit mi^ona^ii^s |ip^ in China. Under 
all the circumstances of the case/hoJn^ever^ j fanpy,,that this word is 
I,better,^aptp4 tp om purpose/ wUiph is^jtat^ch this popple the know- 
..le^g^; ^of , the . ti:i;ie God. . not shaving he^^ t^ua applied, than it would 
.havj^ jbeen^ if by previous Chinese, qsag^, it had designated, when 
stai^^ing ab^^Utely, t^eir highest being, their ch.ief god f^ien. This 
. ^ien , not being^ like the popadiic. e^pc of the Q reeks ayfyff7o( ; not be- 
ing the makier of the. hwepsa^d the) e^rt^ ^ ^ot a self-existent, inde- 
pendei^ being, who cap bje Regarded as truly ;anfj properly Qod ; h2|d 

the, worcf "" ' " ' ' l)eing, we 

should h J, and to 

have ^auj ,ir Tim^ 

but Jeho Instead of 

, an assista ^e been a 

hindranc( ^ in cbi- 

^ese, we ts having 

^.^Ire^ily b tea false 

g«d, we and next 
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4d0 befikst'lritn'E^ihf) ^c. 

^ there iS'ridt ode Wha fe iseif^kiitetit, ribt dn^ Whb is'tfiliy ai^d ptoiiy/IV 
God, We rti^y = rfejoice tli^* th^ •g^inii'^! 'natn'e 6f theftr gbds wAis 'iievcfr 
tf^eli to de^igiiiii^yy bhte i^th^lni 'a^mitti icdV^i^ax^] tWslifee of iWe 
"tiifiti; wbeil' |ilil absttliiltely lb clesigridtfe a d^fiitite iridii^idfiia! bieirt^, 
'l)eln]g* /fe'strvi^d by Qixi'i^'pTt'dvidfeiice, ftW hr^tWn servaiib'to ihtHodtfe^, 
^4i^ttib'i/!fedllit^'iptVl6irartl'«f6f'iiiaii^ iif ftihrtfelf, \^ho aldn^^caii'claihi to lie 

•tffAf;i hyWV'to'vlrt^ bfeeii ti^^li ;t(y d^srgnate ;any li^RnUe i'ridWidtial, 
"thfe'iridiBfifiitterifes^bf'this^^tti h)afe^bi4feA^%^^^ by iiikriy S^ a gfifeat dfr- 
•fkiihy inHlieVajf^cJf lis u ¥hat i«te wl^Vd is'ttttls 

Waeflhi!tfe'te^c«H^be'W6 Boribt; atfd Hiat our feelhg^btitt^^ to ni^'So 
^iiid^tiitfe a'^*h^iJ ihm^Btdhirn^k'Mm iHuih'tt big rtgr^itea, 
'fe'feleii^^ W'tbls fe^ol'fed ih'ufclh^ii objfe'cti'oh tg^h^i^skiH, las agaWb 
^tH^mbl6 fcbWe^laft^^^,' attdis/iftheChitiysei'^ally^kbdw no bfe- 
^W^^oH^ m\f abid j^ijiirly Q W, jtost Whit Wc blifek tiaVfe'tki^^tel^ii ; 
T6f WifflA\k'4*akrW]pr6bfetisi6b'/ iHe 

uncreated and self-existent, was the author of all the rest, ahd Of ^1 
ibiii^stidfifild^V'W^ dtfUfd'iii]^ ^ii^€^\Wi (Hl^ gl^hmiil^ Woliltt ^ave 
,b6e^ds^d«odk^<ia(e«¥y^«!)^or/^ ll^r^ i^t^Kkh d u^ h^^'n th6ii6- 
'themtio^fbrte '^hout' it; lakd ^iVi^^i^ abtiicAilt^ (itninef^e to'tbis otife, 
(Whidi ntiVtrifn^'biMfltia^b^i^'dalMe <rf^Uhi^ < others w^ld; We tnhy 
•mipjx>6e,'sb^j^/W»siet»lo jiiStify^ i . i i . > ;,:/ il . 

In thb OoHfiiiDittH tk^Mt^\M\)t^^%{pA'T^^^'\A tttiffet^Uio^iidttt^d 
>ofv bel^s fteVeir ibptibfiwWI^WatiB rtidcl'/* Mj eaHh, o^ ari^' off'the tikn 
's^kifi f^^ ci^lctttiiP^odS; lie is;*'te^w3^HiV(ii86 often 'sai^ aboit, 
riidrelythe^ril^raf ha \iwyfe,-aWd4s' tW^rifch ttiof^ ^pfqjirktajr diis- 
"tingtii^ed frobi^tiife'ttiifei^VA^ir by' altt^dfe^ Bf blfeceiir'^rgHity, thib ^e 
^ddld'be by ^ "xiScT ^6^iif to 6f rii^'^^n^r tiUirie 'oif'the cHAksfiAai!;, 
J jiibt WUi (life^aW brthe'blA^iimbiYg ifleih^li In Cbinai Whofe !« litte 
'*ahri*r'faMih^feh^dfrbm'iiii'ifel!biViA^^^^ 6t^ffi^e bf digHliV, 

' ' . ^ Ib^ (iiilf ijf- 

tfti, ihe tlb- 
reiriarljs ai-e 
said; 'Z*iVn 
IS so imper- 
ibcr a single 
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' ir wte'ttbrnj^hTethB C*iWi^' VifeWitf 6tt tlie'^^ubjfect of it^f ii^ith !h0 
^1^^^ v^hT^ft Dr. 1^ak'h>V^ li^ ^i^ren As firkt, IIi^r^ ul^idl h4¥^ <«bec«l 
4 toftstaht 6t>tnfbn ih atltilttcM iittd times f hbd'is^coikdty, tft!dM'v(rM6h 
'ha^e'betti **'the^n^<^h»B bf the «ti6M tttiiient, lAOiM Wide, andnio^ 
Ti6bM Adtioti^ iitbotij^ to^;' W« ^h^' fltid thM ih< <3lHii^e agree' iii 
fere/y i(tertks*ifei' '^Uli «he fiVst c4^, 'bit hiMrfe li^jv^r'attmtafed iia the 
second. ^.^^il^yhtfiebeli'iftVM^tdu^Dr.fittl-iik^^ ''itUatifi 

Ihiii ^Hid/thete &r& b^g^ iiiitieree^iMe tooulr «eti9esVkimeli iu^ior 
i6 Wih knoWled^ atkl (»oM^, 4bal feah' j^fdrn^ l^rttf ^^iAk}^ 'And 
cbhtrafyio t^ dai^« ^f^^Miiffe/lmd'wIiO <Mil(^e»b tltemMW« Miii^ 
'tt^iie» tb d6 <^Xit>r the 'iat^rdst tbf'mildkllMi; ifbr theise ^nalifichtHm 
'atid {^(brti^«Ml^'dde^lir6i'«xU^ovdiiiarjf 't^sj^ fiotii ub;'' iddthc)^ 
hiv^ t6^ttilB>^sd»|ldf btiiM^^Ti^fiotle/gl^r^ WMlie'^ (^Mn) ^ akhklh 
been in all languages assigned, answ^iK^ t^tftttt of'^ to&Hgius.^' 
<biil*tIiey1la!re^ev^fj^oa6 M^o'iherd^c^Ald'datbdfe^Hbed by Bttriiow; 

-ttNykt^iic^\6ni','iiti^^&M}\ymtpi»^ aSl tMo^ ktl^ftkitto'bf #ill- 
kl(M^,^nd^W^t', antd'^obdhe^; frdta Wbdm bkeHsl^hdttil thiHg^ bk- 
}^^e, ha^ie 'deriyed'thdrlk{^^;do ^ckp^nd ikpdn, tUie siistitinklaifd ;g<»- 
'ter^ed*'by Vtheaiiihb^ ^TiOl h^k^, anti di^pienser of <Wf ^oelf, to' whotti 
-conse^hWysdJir^hie IdVe, rifetdrehice, ahd^ dbfeUlehcfe, i^ dd^;"= ktiA 
in c6hs^[ti^stH^«^fthU ib^yiiateTibt, ks 'Mh^ wii^t 'ahd hi6bliist M- 
^tiohs ahK^^M l¥AVe^«n^/' apt^rbpriktkd^^ 16k gdtief^^ h&ilie ^^ f 6W 
\bt ShM) ^* fil 'ft^Uliiir ^hdf^tdideftt'nfttfail^ td fkUmi,^§o l^iK'^toki 
the #(»d is'hi^r<iit^ly\>i^t; Withdtit ki^y fii^dii^l «r KtriiiitWb^ Am-^ 
' 'ii^ibt^, Ih^ bnly ^i^ nfye^iij ^nd uMd^t^tckKi^^ ' Thid ^h ^ (^a^ ii«t &f ttle 
e^s^/the <^hibiEi&fe hiaVe n6t Usfed th^ tibsoKlt^ lippeAfttivie ftamb «(^tli«tr 
^bdi^; ds'Bk^k'ow s&yi^ tWtlobl^&M »ati<hi&<of men httf4 ddbe; tte 4^011- 
ibti t> riaVe st]p]^ed> i^,'<elAt thfeilr bi^sl b^irig v^^md iiie 0is»htM 
t\is^kt^r'td\6^ [ieyfikxisimce Had ^Mni^HOsaMty , id God Wdftfr icldls 
them) of the highest being of these noblest nalk)i48j i > ' • r < *i 
< Bikt 'ftdw^^dr ' H ^tf^itiy- 1^ %6(6blAll^ 'fb^i Ihe (hat ii^ nhdottjbtedl^ so, 
' iitid'tlie^ qiieitiVM' i&, Whf&t ii#e:W^, tinder th^i^eiilid c(i>eni^tsiic^^f 
the case, to do? How are we to teiieh the Chthe^e^h^ kndwled^'^f 
sUHh VWi^g; «id' t6 lefed theta on' fer^n b^yoird this- to^MOhtiriiilsm^ 
I ah£^er,foIll(y^ ttieexfib^e Of th^i^)iob)ei»t il^tloiis ; !iise ^'«he gett%- 
ral'iia^ bf thi^ <i^t 6f b^ki^ withdiA afiiy wijiMy^t o^lilfilia^^ 
di'i^lt)itl!ibn; Wbeh ^b^ltitely ^/' todestgnikte, t<M «lleirthi^Uefsi'be- 
i ihg, bat otlir^^o'de^^ti^te Qfi^nli, «he tiin^Shki. % thisioune 
^We sthafA tiaoh ah unkiidlak^ble tfioi<K^thei^m>$>fhe ^enerdl nliitiei^f thisir 
gods is challenged as proper to Jehovah alone j ihe ot^er 4hm are >^\ 
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|3P Defense of }fin E^say, 4*A 

iiiew distUiQiipi^.is introdi^ced as existing b^ween ihe members of th/e 
ielli39.ooKa|»re|i|er)ded un4§r ibis commoii name, ^in place oil the pld 
{)oly tbei^tic one of . higher, iniid Ipw^e^r* niler.and ruled — a dis^nptipi^ ^f 
itrue and fals0-^a, 4 iaitinctton. founded on nature, accordii^g to t^e 
ii^orda of the ApoMlpifi Ipaj. iy. 8.^ "Tlpen vl^n ye knew not Gp^l, 
jyef did serjirice untjo tk^m wh^^hhy nature are nogod^." 
1 , Dr^ Lc|gf Qi propopes ^ fliffisQl^ this object by ^ use of ^ title of dig- 
init^y or .O^BIoie^by Al>/5 juse pf ^h^ p^ra^.^Mn^^i, the Supreme. Rulef. 
-Butwitli. tbiApJlJ-a^, I ai9 per^uf^ed, he ,will neveor.^aNcb ithe Chinese 
<iii;eal>ro<)nQtheism. IfeiK^y.Keacll 9l Divine :Monar^by» but tbfs, so f^r 
Iroml beiilg monolh^sm^ iqnplies^ in. all the polytheistic system? with 
1 Which, we ve , aequAJinjiedy a plaraUty-^a. lavge ^dass ei gf^^, ^/ ^\^ 
subjeciLs of this Divine. MpnsM;^*^ . i . . 

: .;,The;affirnution that '' tbisr^ is on|y one^ Sh&ngti" yfi\l ^ever^teajoh 
imonothoipi- .ThQ as«ei;Vion " that there is only pne Supreme Ruler,," 
Jiijo^ notip^^bt the ^pds npw worshiped by the Ch^inese outof e^is- 
.^nce; it doeii pot iiitro^ii^e tl^e scriptural distinction of truet God, qr 
.no God at. all, b^t pnly continues the old polytheistic distinction of su- 
iprerpe and inferior;, recognized here in China from, the day;8 of X^u and 
i@l)un tp: the, present jtiip^, and yirbich ezvi ^e^ini, inste/id of negatiy- 
.iip\g> implies. ^Q eiLi^^eppie of thQ inferior equally lyitbMia^ of the su- 
\p^i^n Wo.^W^iftf ofl^w eil digjiity will answer, np yff^d lin^jt^d " h^ 
ija<j^i»HCtr' fOr a4i^.c|^^ve ,c^. ,|^< q^d to deplar.ci that thef.e is ii^ r^h^^ 
mlu m^pfiheqie^^ spqk^n/pf ;i?md ther^e it ii|, lliat w^ pmst u^e 
Ihd! absolute app^adiv^ namei of the gods.of ,a polytheUtiqipeople \p 
,r^df« JBfoiWw and e^^pf^ntQ their Japguage,. Thp feet that ^w h^s 
. nejver been.u$^d.i^^f j^^^v to , designate tb^ir ^'^ ten, should pot induce 
fns.to l^y this WQfd aside for the n(ame pf h^ dignity or office, bu^ o^iy 
b« jr^membpr^d by m as indicating how inuc)i we have to teach th;s 
poor, benighted natipn.. , i: , ,1 ; ) . i: . i.» (.. , 

. Thai people haw falten into errors on any giv^p ppbjept is no rpfason 
! why we should mot call tbis^subject bjlhei sanie pame they dp, w^en 
our object is to cor rgcVlhese prrors. 

There.are two uses pf the,. wp^d.^Ai^ (hat h^vp weighed very mpch 
against its employment as the, rendering of Elohm 9^ <i^so£ : I .refjpr 
i to, the fact ithat the manes <rf the dead, ^nd the hpman sou) J^ve be^n 
called by this name* When tbp circumstances that led to these us^s 
are duly considered,, it does pot appear to me that either »^e i^ a valid 
objection to the emplpymentof this word tp leprfer Ofog, , I shall cpp- 
iisider tbem separately. ; .: i 
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Atftnu Iff an Essay, ijft. 138 

^ And lint that th^ biUHb^ (he manetf of ancestors lA cotnmbii wiib 
an the other obj^tii'Worshiped; «XM, is no argutti^nt td prove th«t the 
'ivord when so used doe^' riot triei^n go3, we thitik will appetf frofn^tbe 
following coti^ddrMiohsr-^lst; That the distinctive name of thcf maneri 
bf aiicesioi^ is kwH, ribt shin. 3d. That ^lAtn is the distinctive name 
of the objects of woirship Who reside in heaven (the Olympian deities): 
3d. That, when tfot reatHcted to thi^, Its appropriate meaning/it \A 
then usied as the general name of alt the objects worshiped in the state 
religion. This appears from thl^'explanation of th^ uses of this wK>nl 
quoted in mj Essay, pi' ti i — *' If we speak of them (t. <i the object!^ 
worshiped in the national rites) separately, the i*tHl *sMn, .celestial 
gods, are alone called shin; but if we speak of them eoHeotively, then 
the kweif human manes, and the £*i, > terrestHal gods, are both call- 
ed Shin" That is, 'Shin, when thus used, is tWe general name of all 
'^e objects worshiped iiiithe national tiika, 4th. That the manes of a 
deceased' ancestor^ wh^tt regarded as kn obj^ of religi^s worship^ 
should be ranked in the same class with the Chinese Olympian deities^ 
so far as this is done, by their all being csjifed by the same appelhtivie 
name, shin, should not surprise us, when we rcimeniber the hero-g^ds 
of Greece tmd the *' Dii hres ei ptnaids" of the Romans. Tha( 
heroism w4s the idol of liricierit Greece accounts to us, foir^ the -lact 
that ilercules, biler death,'was ranked among the ^^oi« i Ifwe t^maiiah 
i>er that the whofe ethioaf system of the Chinese turns, not 6n the duty 
tof obedience to T*ien ^^ tb 7% j^, 6r to i any > other . gOi, but 1 09 
filial piety *, with this fact' on our minds^i we shall have as lUtie cause 
to wondei^ at the Chinese deifioatioti ofa deceased ancestory a»:at the 
Greek deification of a hero; And as little cause of surprise inthelfact 
that H&i^tsih (the ancestor) is classed With <SSIdtt^i, among the i^« 
sacrificed to on the occasion of the great drought refei^ed ^o on p. 80 
of my Essay, SSb that the Greeks (failed Ztu^, the father^ gods tand 
men, aiid Hercules (the hero)^ each a eso^* 5th; JCfoAisi being a name 
common alike to the true and to false gods, one of the most important 
uses of this word in tlie S£|credS^ri^tuccs^i;rtoTorHd^Iythelsn)>(>i)A; 
is indeed by its appellative characteiiy.and'the consequent use/t)iat oae 
^beinadedf this" word. tp forbid p6lythei8m,; thai it 'is 'chiefly iidisti«|- 
Iguished Dom the word '^Jehovah;!' and^this is a point of tha utmost 
importance for us to keep in mind, while idiscussin^ the rendering of 
this word into the langita^ of a polytheistic pteoptel < Now it < ia . a|i 
unquestionable fbct that the false worship to whiphiihe Chinese lare 
most addicted, and to which they, are mucb the most. attached, is Hhat 
of their deceased ancestots. Shouki we.notthep |»|pice^ rather timi 
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mh^^im Uitt4h(^ ww^'Jw iKhi^M^ tff|is|,rffnid|^^.|;il9^ {RfifeK^n 

t»rait9ljr.%44iQ|e44A 01^ worship of ;tl)fliq4?!P«W^ fWr^ft^h ?l^9PH W 

lo ii^u4(^>tliefiq manfSjt, JjffAw* w an, ijiretji it, ca^ o<* V/?, V^ i\>^wj?fr 
taWeJobj^f*i0a Ip tiie Mfe frf <S4w»» tljsii rt»q,<Jbiip\qife ^v^p^^d ,ij^ 

UtTJb^iiga ^IK3MWpe4,tp,tl|0,tj?rrp?iMri^^:^^^ wa|^ s^ go|jfj- 

Iheiflli^ eir<^, m^ intq . vht<* ; thfr ^^^^ i RflllrtWM^. W^M' J . ^ 

prewiftgtb^ Wimb^ of i^go^ Tbei9ti>/?|: e^i;,rqfert;9idjto,ft^y.e-T 
tihiit <* piling ttift.|RuJ,pf ?( liAfing mm ^^in^ W of n^ch fn9i;^ c/?^^ 
ihiiel ju4g^, ftpiftalM p^j^.lp^m^ 5#d>h^^I thiftk|,:gi:pwi\,wt g^tjij? 
pahtheistte «KiJei||, 9C<?o8qK«W)^ ta|iglrt.An;^l?f y^^:^\^g. .^ . 

4 As ib 4e pfevifuuiw^i^ftpo^ sp h^rft, if^^.^i iwimc^afttt to re^ml^ 

"^Mk jB||. I h«Y9 taken gicev^t pains tp af^piom^iif^ 4»^ iy9r4 Mr>PQ- 
Wri^diywb^re intipe FifetOlaksii^ oo Jf^ ^he .Ppuri Booket, to the 
fitme oPtUe sooV of a Uyiq^ qil», ami hf^YetApt kMHk M^ t^^Sf^a ^ 
iiiitanee of suckt daejif Oie; Word. The pftiU^g tbe) ^iu^ OieAmmMi 
tool orsmindofrflaani ^AmIv ^tS^i4 iP^^ay^ b^Wii iiHf9fiHPt4>byj IbjB 
nedioal* ipemi i;t nppeMs^p jpe ftpM a; ippr^ r^r/^iH)) ^if ll^. ^tPPP^f 
IKy .ifhioh'paAthelsBL-lvasfpiK^ciiiyedi' \. .-.>, .sii .t.. .,) !. . .jm- -^ 

i Tbe CbkiBa^ pihil^sqphers; in ^d$ii^v;pringr%o ftvrm « ^phmt>t of tbe 
vniversfy regarded mail as a mkKMOsfn^lM^o^iisliiatiari and n^tuii^ 
Jbrmed tbetir modd. IHtisQlodcI th#y c9lioeii/ied Ma eonaist of aitho^ 
Whidh hid jtfi^JI^ fornvandofiaik^di^iZ^. wnimust and; a ^icA ^ 
ttuirtia^^whieh wqre invisible^ isnd^ wece regwded aq fbe depdaitoiies d[ 
tenMn life, mteliij^iiee, ppwerslof kpdiiKAiiOn^idi>G«//&^ As we.bavfe 
teen abote p^ %, vfheBidistobrsing.of ibc&r««;6siiiogoay,;the Odnfiioia^ 
system 'bfphiloio|>hy assumes Ufae .exislenoe.of Itwb eterilally^^xistMif 
iprifici|des, ft and- A^ Qftbeae, tbephildeophers of 'thiksefitiaffirin that, 
li neitbev *' Wiite, nor wi^bes^ plani nor nisikes;VMbut'lbat ^- ibtfcam 
^oMeet togieth^r,make«nd'do^^^ ^^eai^ fknieut/and bettlei thdl^^Ni^rate 
iihiAg^fi: fTbe ji^ ^poimordia) substaince, j» 'viewed ^indcxt tfae>ltwo 
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.H^M ie>ifiHQnd'y(ingi;ilk m^^fUfm^lt iil&liv9. Of ihe jfift H^^oti 
primordial substance whil»b*ii«>'Vitf<«N<ftrtte,'i«^fftfay j^t^-i^ 
{jif»^^>spkit$rimd'ibfitl»5^i^-v^*i/<j# )(rihnilrdiiit -subMhc^ wbibh 
tt^, ^ i»' aij*h«^i«*in'|j^i8 t1b« lii^^'ftpMt./niey ili«)«ay Akt 

fliit tte ib*<« 1s't*fe -|>^ (^; a^iAla^pf^-JJ^,^tl^• fnw*vc pnncipte.) 
'i'Beg^ast ixpjaiiiitioiisr of the «*ifi^irid *«>itHfttt># ttidcjh>llfebl upoa 
ih^ *dbje<it, kwd%^6ttritopie«mi^€»y:cfkjafrly*\fo*t»B4^ 
^se t(4riids6^b^^ bbpf ow6d'«h^ iddosrofii wfaioktheikt sbhcaie of cohbot, 
gony was founded, viz., th€( ttrthfioimdiifiif^mm.h . /.^ I 
" H^Ving-'tiitrs botfceWM «V iiiprlthdrdkd>s«bikteibe poM^ssed of) a 
spirit 5ris6«rf,U'nd of MiMf may like lintanthtm man, tbejr 

fancied thery *wdl *iiow an ifeewt ^Ifced «c) tUm/wbek i»o i be' perfQroied;;, 
knd acbordin^y^ toriiJhfSiiHkppoiro^ fnmoidbaltBubsitansii^Ibo inform-) 
^jd%' 5)lin niid fttt^',-^tWB gfi^ ydr^i«W Aj^|^«^ i^'M^* •** 
iiscriib^ the' making ^th^heiuireas and t^:eiMfth!and!all<thing9. £* j'v) 
f^ Heaven and earthareoililyiktfaidigiQivIcreataiifeof Ibe'ilitilt^ ¥4ng\}i 
tfeey toe what the yi«-ed"anii>fl«^*ed ^•*:^^ jj^^^ (t. e. the 
primordial silbstatiob df wHtcfc\htti)f pvedkvte. Fm.' aind ITon^V p^^stvtty) 
lartd activity) g^n^«cid ^f dWi^o lSce.abov*ijii 361; also ^jbj 26—^28.. 
Man's dYStinoiion^abkWe all ^hiir^thiifgBqiirisdsi^tBotlrom his havingaiii 
HitelRg^ntf, tA'tw^l, »icouwtaWe, itiitndrtnl t^pifritjufaliket'io' tWat of. the 
beiste Whi^h pterfeW, attd #l*dllyvdiiflfei''edl>fr<ka'aaytjhipg^.po8arps8ed' by^ 
ihfe inkiiirilJtte beixi^ arbtttid ^\htttl, biit from his rhamjug beto madte 
htoi thfe ftrt^« partis tirt^^rticfes of this Iprknwdtailswijjshnee. A^ 
A itii t^ -^ "^^ifS WL M' " ^"^ "™^"' having obtained its most; 
§(iftfle^ finest pan; li^ ni^ fe^bM'* ■•A*l''lbirtgs'i^fe4vig ntad« fri>m 
this ori^ (iotnpoiindj'ppJmofrdif^l strbsiairtce A:H,attd6i-dtftgtoihi8 system,: 
i^ {bI16\v^'tf]fat'Rehv6fni ^ai-th''a*id i»ari,'ttnd aiPlhjngS'; 4t-e composed, 
if ihe'fiher. oi' grosser pAns>)f fhife*'<, « tofthfettt^teHf^ pkrtof them? 
Imid th^t th6y ysa shaVe^h^ icomtilion fiii^m'aiidioiii^iaoiimion kwed, viz; 
^e icati tkiA Mn whibh areJn^brentiparfti^fvtheiiitd^iiaHy^existiilg;^ 
tiditqyiund) |Jr ittioWial, principle ,i*i< oHtencev^j^^reitJ, r^* Tl?e ^m\ 
lEtf th^'^Vea<«*i»'aptioVB'^T Jl^^w -th^' iTifolrming divinity. vOj^spMt 
fSkid^Jc^thf^ mlip^rmdt;\tktt ^it\i of jllc!ay0n[ and j&^nh i^.lh^ 
tlrfcjrmiirg4ivtki4yK)t spirit ./iiSfWi«j«r^^ yVim-atibAr YdHff:, i ,X}m a0tiv€^ 
find pbs^iw^i priac^prestof theiprimondrsjll stdyitahistt itlth^-spkrli £)fl>ntei> 
an^'lie^s i^ thbjnfbitoing;(tiriiiit)F)orisi»ri|t)(f^ojfo£flQsh blood;) 
ih«t tin tubicib they iaf e)th9 YOfiMjis ^bpoisQssisvKQf tiie b«a)6 ^S/^liV^divi^Uy 
dri6pirityi(i|C ^ :j^ii|||l)iibiitithaiiio!bliichjtiie)fi>d«^ kij(o|}$^5r^^ 
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not *'i ^ fubstance, but merelir) ^ti^ f^ iown." ' Q\M€i in ib« 
Pet IFon yim/4 under the cinraoter «9Atit. ; : , ^ 

Chu fu^z' affirms that ^< the Atimim Aeorf: is th^s same «a4be he?^^ 
of 6tr& and be0sU,^ass9nd tm^*', A corondeiHttcHr . off the 16t|^ 
Sect, of the Chung Yimff says, " The hngi and i1Un.<kf mj oif n persoi^ 
(wM shin chi kwei Mn ^ ^ >2l'!fe |!^) *'« *® *W«< ^ndsAii^ 
who are the object» of saorifioe {t4 ^%' ckt hoeisJUn, ^W^]!/. f^ 
^); and the Araoet^and <^'ii wh<>,are the Jobjeots of s^u^ifiee, a^e tbq 
kwei and shm of the meohanuim of 'nature; '- i. e: il^bodinjai shixi 
who preside over thedneehafkiMl 0S nature, r ' ' 

Of tliis Kwei and JShim^ Confiioius^' in ihe IQih Sect, pf tb^ Ckmg 
Yung affirms that, though invisible add inaiwliWe,iy0tf*^ they per^acle,. 
or are consubstan€iated wkb (^ j^) aU tilings, wttkiift a isingle.^t 
ception. The critical conmie«talor ocplaina the^ phiase -' p^rvad^ 
aH things " as follows :—" H m^ f| t)^ m^ans trk^ «mA |§ .^ '^ 
consubstantiated' with things; but not that tlie things iir^t existed and 
afterwards the kwei^nd shin ; but that the Xrtrei and shin first existed; 
and afterwards tbe things; and after the: things had their exietcncei 
none of them could be divested of the ifciiffet and sAm. Thd Au^ei and 
shin are in the midst of things, and cdnstitiite'(as it were) the bone^ 
of things. The kwd and sAtn-Are die hosts, and things are the guests; 
Between heaven and earth (t. e: in the universe) ther0 only is this onq 
k'i (compound, primordial substance); that Ivhich enters into every[ 
atom and fibre (in the Universe) is this ^^n-ed and yan^^ed lei; and 
Ivhich envelops heaVen and earth as in a net, is this same ym-ed an4 
tffing-ed A'i." ' , *" ; . , 

In the Commentary called th&Wdttg Ta^chuen^ we have the follow- 
ing explanaition : — ** The kwei and akin are without form ; therefore if 
you look at them, yoii cati not see' th6in : they are without sound; 
therefore, if you listen yea can not hear them;, but the production of 
things is never without [the presence of] the Ui ^, the primordial 
substance; and this 2;H (the jrati^^ A:*t, or active principle is her^ 
meant) is the ^ fulness of the shin, or ispe^v^d^d all through with 
skin (». c. an inherent ft'itg^:^* spirit or ^u^oit ^ soul). There .i$ 
nothing [produced] without |ieA|0|; M^d this peh (the yta-€d,A;*i, oif 
passive principle is here meaiit) is the (Dlnlessof the Jwfi, or is pert 
vaded all through : with AxiDet (t. «• an inherent lingfOrpeh)^ hence 
man is said to be a' coiigregaik^on of hwei mdshih j^^ f^ J^ W*''; 

These kwei and shin are made the ^authors >of pl^sical and moral 
effects; ami alsa of the intelleciual ph^iomj^ua of the hum^.uqind^ 
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Physibiil i^--^*^h\i^tpriildutA(mtM'ciaiii^^^^ etrth (t. e. 

thttt hike place in the wol'k!), such as the flourisfarog and decaying of 
tbtf blood tod spirits of hao^in life; the bloom Jng and withering of 
pi tots and trees, with 'the JirV/n^ and dying 6fuU kinds of things ^ are 
iteiier 'without the ^^1 and' sA^, t. e. are invariably to be ascribed to 
ifie kufd knd shiriV Critidal Comihentary On 10th Sect, of Chung 
Tiing. Moral : — ** They (the kwei and sMk) caiise all the men in the 
Eitipi^is witht ievenly adjusted [minds] tod pdre deto [hearts], and 
arrayed irt sohable apparel, tboAbr t6 them kacrifices/' Confucius, 
6huhg' Yrthg-, Sect' 16. iThe ^'ah men,**' who are the subjects of this* 
ih6rdi infltoice, tod itrhose riiind^ are' here said tb be influenced by 
thW^k^ei Had sftk to bHhgllheir Sacrifices, ^re explained to mean' 
'^' all meh, frdhi the son of Heaven id die cbrtimon people." 
S Th^ luteH^ctuaT phenomena of the human mind are ascribed to k\ 
the primbrdial substance, and not to il j^, the other eternally-exist- 
.W£st principle. E. ff- ",ft || j^ I* 4 «l ^ ^ W ^. 
™* W 3il 21 /yj* Jsb titv I^M w^iichwe call the discerning fa- 
culty tod the power of conscioiispess of the animal spirits and of the. 
human mind, a^e both (derived from (Jci)i\^^ compound primordial 
substance." , i 

What accQUint dp the men, who; l^each this .scheme of cosmogony 
give of the )tw:ifn f^ or \iumm soul? iChu fjtsz' says, ** hwmi ch^i 
Jet chishin ^ ^ ^ ^ |^f ^P hmmtat sodi is the shin of the 
piipoprdial 8absiance.'V We liaveseen «bove that men, birds, beasts, 
fcc, bftve ihe^ame sJun wttii hieaven and earth, the yin and ydng, 
fztCy, &0.^ ; alid V thai: Abe .bolf . idnffeitence amimg them is in form ; and 
that the kwei and shin of the human body aiie the «aine as the kwei 
aad^iAifi'iwbo pfr^^de oterdi^nfechaAisIn of natafe. In their leHer 
^tbe 30Kh:«( Jltotiary^ Dr; |fedluirst and hisfHends urge it as theiti 
aeeiodd objection to sAtit that, ":it ts applt^aMie atf wdl to the spirit 
tf rmab^ mdlheliimngpHndple in ir^aiimwd imimakand pletnts as ii 
^(loi the, biglieati being of iwisoin tihe^Clniieseillave «ny conception.'* 
According to the view of the Chinese pantheisls, every pulse that 
tbKot>9 tbroMgh>u|i(ifersal!nAtui*ers owing tofthejMhienee or energy of 
th€i!iiAt«ir .tod tl^is sAtto beihg ibherent >ih eierjy pai^cle of nnitter, is 
expressly iiecUred to ibe I oninipreaent; AE i^ 1]>^ ^, l*o contend 
whether this eternally-existing, universal agent, ^hat lies at the foun- 
ilittion of all life, refgPtabl^ ^and ahirnal, and that set th6 primordial 
^WKWp'^i^ ItQ be QiilM .Spirit or Diyjniiy, would be a mer^ 
logomachy, if we could not show that shin is used by the Chinese 
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1^ fl^^4iftaiR,v^ajf,,?|;C\ 

l^^eafc ^^H ,pf ,t|i^ I ^t^Aft^yi^xis^ii^g primpf^id .4mbsA?iM^ lof ,^icl|^ 
heaven afi^ Sa^jUi, jWfi ^ ^^ :^iftg?, or^. iijftt|e^ and,wbicfr,^l^ef<Mr^j 
ajl tJ}|nga shauf f>^ 4)3^ir, \(qf^ jp9fli^*4\UijpiL,, ^*o sbfw^herefi^r^that tji^ 

IjFOvea tbi<% worcj. p^wi;^ jn^^ly ^if?fj, n^^ i^^^.p^i or ?4iv;i^Hy)' W^W? 

^Wgjea qf tbQ,.p^ifnar4i2a affbat^pe^iifje. bftve ii^.accou^^l. ^t,w% 
ipay sopppse ^tl^at \h^y^reg^i^ gie,w;fli}d? j^^flw,fiO!j^jin(d|j4 W^ffir 
as notsufficieiiUy d^gff.i,^!54,t9 ?^er,vfija^,^j|iiip^^^|r|iai^(i^v^fj9ft| $pul* 
aijd a.ai<n.au^ m^ so.t^??.b9TFfiW^.^}^ftVpqft,flf,-tfi^ q^j^jp^f pif .1^W^'>P 
of their polytl^eistic coufjtrywei^, and ^^Ije^ <h^[Tij^je; [ind •^^AA'^* ,fj 
. This opiniou is cor^firm^d'l;)^, th^ faot that pantheists have always 
strongly objeclt^d t6 b^^tig clalsfeed^ k«ith atb^ist^ aa]d tksit tdt pfiqvel)! 
t"his, tbey have eveVywhere used the appeUattve^Warife oAli^ objedls'df 
Wb^shi^ 6f theiy tb^il¥6'ti6ti'ritt^i1leh, as^4:h6 naifee of the ajpirit, soiil^ 
diviriity/br Uyt6^^t'^oa^Wy^ahB<^y tltf^caff^lt^^^Wliicii^ferHdes "their 
7o irav. The Greek pantheists all did this : all the German and ^n * 
ilfealistlb I 

wi()ctni Hofcoimti for ibe-aasertiodi qdote^:^b!^,e^that{'|beX;i^H^Wf^^/^^^ 
9f thq hut¥^ ,bpdy ff^iihtitvjitmmoM th^ ktddnnd pkiri' ii^i>Hfti 
worabipied,) #nd .<(Hat,ih«M a^nfiffe tliieitMnev is the "^^^M* -anti skkif 
ffho pifQiti4eii(>i/^r.tb^fn^biMi»ii(iQ£'«rMiHr^;<<i\t&^ 

tb«-pap(h^»ti45f^W6nMigowit9,f.. (i »'i r i.d ' i!i lo u '■ - l'..i ' '-"X *■'''; •■» 
. .If iM^'i^oniiiarei^be ivie^ of DehylKl^ibyt thes^ i€Uifpeti^Acnsftio|^ 
qist^ wUbi tbeiiii«lv»n9flthoiQ«eek piiili9si4>he^, weiahidLi)liklitliAni^ei^ 
^iBUlarctQ tjbtps|^)0f Ibe'(>ile4eb|»^t^ tfasit 

^bef>vprA4^v^^s^i|VvgcoVv«rtt«w^4t^ ^iMiwitifeiBOurt^ianlA 

wbp:^f '^<>opfweded the liiMleJftind<«^-/Di9itjii^ 

I ,1 vifiU4)Qt)pttVHic{lhisfiiib]ie0taBy larthefr,iibi«t 'WiHi'dhly' i(ii)r/l< ath 
fally.pi9ii9inkd«tvtfia^ f^ltbt msMaaxs^thniMB^ib^n^^died, in^Mitoh 
^e ^fArS^n js|i|6i^irfo^' ih^. fei^Qifia flijiid^i orfih'K iens^ «4a]§igooB:to 

r- — ' * g .i tt J{! V'iil !'i ! ) ^ t . " > ' t ' ;> lr/ ' i"vii ' t > , ' "fjv'':"> - vlijtn ' I 'l "i i h vniu ^i i^/ 
* I a 
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QQasickfe4,4tHH»^irtM >oC>4AltV bj^ilw^wfttleriAaiUifiiutniiiiafMi 

tbift iworA ti^ireitdeii/ JSMMni :md A#»0.;! I4{4t JiliGisdiinitaBae'WlHtW 

9Tofw^l^iQU^^iiMDlt«il9fii^iate;>4o^ oat^ ^44iiaii|i] edddneesioS 

Uift gto^Hiiil QfnMlft kmitiMlJinM iit Qhiqa utton^nB bmihon ^kei\gmB^ 

ore of ihe)BUieifckiUigp«id,tiie fjuotikatibolfa ^aii^i|tflii«Bid>ol5ittMU 
ig0iJ^2i^9ii9a|lid.tilflinfttie Y>f\fhtMrJii|^ieai49est^iiagtall9sJKiiviur^(I 

Ha ving jwo^tiK . «jB»^ideiedvih# iltiiiiGaiMl . argomartsi whioht htveiiiet* 

ti^W t)H>9gh-vqry iiiitfid«i)^t«l)!)}ftti B<'leiifth^ vfiiiohi<II ftiaf) haa/beei^ 

of;AH^(bii$tf^ ItQigQd^lbaAilUhieifMBfen |M'«pBiedy(to\aCpei(^M)gt«a(t ol)j«o^ 
ipf^,ft^v#iA^ Mmwr^Htbifik i^iU>')t»momt irmmihe ,9aKm^'<>(Ui»^hiateab 
9tl.t!^^ti;9f^m4i 9ii(^MaAiiMp9tOQifae ^W<yd)eity iiit«itia4iioh>M<!y 

t^i^. Qf4- tulI^«i^«WNAi»(^QlrljEinlx&^ UAAodi^msnberfthat.t)ie ^stA^tWm 
^^V fii^PW 9»P tffi^^Gbmm^iiih^k^m ibafimiitfaittr; iainds>«iid iucn 
cupied their thoughts for generaj^0A»{ fihf'thooteiMlbtofitta^lai^tbat 

^. ,Jt^^^^i:^,prop9sifi^nrWft/lh*tt.Nh#toJhU^ 

t^^^ yypwf, <^«?n byntfefliH?iWflWi(WPrfiiJB*wft;itraiM&rr#*J^ 

i, T^iRi(^9iK^<)fV iir^^iftMv«)i^uiyAtt«ntffmV)a^ embMljmig ^k ^Mi 

\^^ <tf dfi^r .» tbf^ iyfi9r^>^%Mi e^BmmHitmioittim ebnllMlrcMe^ 
subject. It challenges our attention, too, from the circumstanoAnui^ 
df^(,\([(^ipj|i|j4)f^f,a4q|]|t0dtiilihieiofeedlg^t«rrav^ A^ piib- 

ii^4, jffet|^(l)i^,WM< aft«r M iciowHihhiliMwilU ^.tlie wmti iH\eW^aii 

mti^a hf^'i^jh)^^ Q«iei}i^nlccb<>E)i8h6oga,<ihil>o£hMiiqiiimjiiqi 



Digitized by 



Google 



no .^^ffimelf m\E$$0^} ^c. 

tku ioBf>Hk iUHMt'when «l^.tlleIj)ioUi^9ff bf' tbeir ta^^ 
tto (b(Ni8ideratitoir>of^tlNi»' 6ifi^ Th^dse >clrd(iinfitiaii«k'bttMt'th^ 
gpinkni of istMihi iiMini(«fiMr 'df th^tn <tli«i>oIlte8ii FitdCMitilt^ t^teikuBiry Id' 
China)* gbieft-atauchi^qpciioii bf< the ebntro^retBJr.^^hhiigtettf rwei^C.'> 
TheiteHiMiiii:.iinlnefa)tlKf isp^k^thij trtnlrfbir^ vOk^d' On^ the argiw 
BMoistitrithiiditciJ^^tliey }iilrge(i«B(«id6|>eib« nn f h^ir^Mk^-ni^iK^oiMtles^ 
lKba^iag{at>lb«/Filiei Portf^ 8bb#!ilAiat >all<d0alM^ 
iloar8Ciitd>bdpiiraitedl^h«Uie lieehfrepnved'froint :tii«i#«w)ii^^ anillMit 
Itegr haiic atuined atBituall'ioB}iitfhioii thay;itlwnki)#an^i9 tAim Do rs^} 
8«fft[4oob6lh7lBtknibtato')aiid'enoblira^lfp«pt^i^ their 1^^^ 

thrfani rTJMirtprai^iMHf (tfinki'iajoiie^t ^^^gfkhiBt: whioh mo^^tlUver -np 
1>iinnf^lleyiiki^nTd(me^MeMt\Mu^^^ oi8peaklil^>«)Vi ch^b )pkitaf 
efiifmaiiniljl^ihciIMNtcibp #oM; tbejrifln^>^^ We ^ttMi)itft gt>iwten|»i«i'> 
afr>dfciiii9.o (Iiiia.umtti^tikd'i>fftke>0»nphir^ riwe> lire 4lvttefbiie' ^'^^A^ 
in empCbying'i^ iurmistakMyfrndiiumttrmmMfy right; -We fte^ 
«iirB^lvcflihdreby/(HMD all:jDixtiM[e'witl| Ckidetg iupi^tUiiUw,'* ^ 
,iiTlieapisaidnaliiBaiirli6 "iiav^ M/reemtlyic^Mtte to thebdubtrjF'^ af^ 
dtsadaded fiool forihih^/apofriaion df theiirofrn^updn ihe'subj^oi^ iifb-^- 
tibf:^<lAtfraa^A3boif&%r of £ib IG^Atfie5^€^ik'c5, fead^xtebsfi^eiM^^ 
eoajTie w;'tth^thcipee]^''opi^ the^iiq aiitpoeitioiftddoeo> aditkee^,* 
these .tbroeinelej^aiiesjftdgetlwr wfith the' three <4endft wh6 jbiti fk^nk' 
i^^ikeiciSietteBidC dOth J«dMi9Jry, offbntheiiieffitaaaii^ inivieiie^i of ttietk^' 
oiHi lexampleluiM Tfabs^/whol huine enjpyed (aayUiey) tHeifndM^bf /jK^^ 
«^dB^<aq^eA.(i'.B;iirbe<hnr««the^taeir l/ii^Hn^ifcibiiwr(^r6f ihe4]^ 
aad Iwbo^haref bailitbeiitest «tieniitie*iii6ai>eiMiFie'<#it1l tlMi Chideifey 
ai^jfAaiy^iU)>ai«iiddn^ilatiV^t«ftti&>/^i->'>' :: i'>» >)!^ ^-'Ini^'flJ I • .••;p'> 
!)ilIdo''iM(thicil0rtheee^p|(e^«i<^&r^^^atJaH }^^^o6d i'Aik^^oHi i[i^ of- 
diei{laUesi«4it> ei^iied^lhii^il^ttbn' M^iii^t'^i>€(c7aliy^b^^^ lh6^' 

who had but recently ^Me'«i Chltta^ anti'l faaven^ot i^btkbdih'^^'fcit^ 

feriiUiutelr>th0iiiiMfl^t»fti!he'^gderii'6f^^ made lifl tb ^^i 

here to the course they have a^bpted! ^ j^eiilig "^tcii^ii^bJhifcffy^H^A^ 
tUe^ mb caiqhvditB ^^adjieria to-iAiohotabrbii^hii'Mrii^^^ 
fe|MHv3airi>bt^^pM9ei't6>lhifi Uhm^osiiii^ 
fmMiobediiio atebn]^)uvhe8itatiiig3 Ikdgwagejr ^eat pleidge^ttibiil >t^ ^^^ 

.(iiq hi hbwdvi^rvli belike, nonr^wt^l a8^eriiiki^^fllt<ii6iiip(t^tyfM?rtf^ 
tfa»ifiopceiiiiCM oakne UeroreittfatodirBei hnghl^^teieiolttMehdM,)^ 
tobiin saehi4oBfidea|t>kngua^^<th^W hafi^ bM mi^Mgii^ Mis^bttary 
i(iiGhli9ikHldoeklitd,t<>tloiM:thei<lea»ki'df tbb' sfati^dlghekiirteii tMm 
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Tihe ivaodfeff .o()i|iiwofd.havHig.bfatt:filg{9Wta4 bothlit^{J^^ 
New ¥ork,v4he HMnioiiiy wttii wluoh: ^ iheniniMMiaiuea ki.jElfhfAfi 
theMx.abov^meIUioQe4^ea(6lBp^<l, have . joypied in pRotCtftiifg 4^iii9f 
ibtti cdiur$^/ willj no doiiht «Roitd niiicli suriiHise'iiiiSiiifope'tiDd Aroesir 
pa^v\ The ^itt»ioQar4^.^hapfopQfe,thia.lraBaiei areietever^eQ<;.«h^ 
have imd^iahMtidiinllf ial,aal Mtd^before, of aiMgii,iTMk4k.k\kA, Hif 
iih]^ihen>do4iU>lihe iiiaaipnaHeeneAi^ito fiyUonT itheml^i Th^ae oiMr 
aiOBarie«.aeetpr«io^icafiii^ci[i) arhaare^ gluidcid'by.aciuiMlioMfiitioniiBevtae 
is ci6tiduttiiig//their . work « : a^'Ahese >mxi aigoera^ idtagnat^d - wilh. f '.tke 
Ghtneselnipei'aiiiiott*' imtMd dp with:th« natAT^^terwa lihejf ihftd >he«ii 
yiamg, facgot tg tah^ie nmwd of. a* frio&d ao pUn and MBpr6jt^diilg» 
;Hrhtoiihejr>a6t doMHft.to/ilw^eilbatriHllter. .ti - »;.'(> - i -j f, .i n \,iui 
i! ITheeasetaetiAsitoibaEattdaiU ond toithoae'ph9 ave/iWpUiar:]«ii4ti)the 
fikis aa ]wiei!see/4h^iilthfre<in ChifiAiJalid)wh« are toUttagi Iq be ^iidftd 
bycoraiikiDetoaei') DeiiiJetffki8.ied«iplln«tdi;ofi,aij Pault ViTMifl^ 
alond at Ephesuii^'bttfeialoiostithioiighoiit aH;'Ai8ia^;he.|ia4,piey(si:|9d?4 
and <ioro6d mviayi inMch* paop^ alijiag-jUial Ihej^ hcf llO'0A^^ which urn 
made with handa/'.^Cie. i\Caii(Weauppoifa tbaii^iiffa.ail effi^ wojm14 
h«ve followed feoniilhe ikppalie^aptfeiiohtbg/ ifrSt.tiFattl/had.foiMl^»f^4 
himself with telling ilhe Bpheauuia ihaithe Alohoa.mirf€^^iyivtb ksa^ 
were 'false I Alohoa? .;<.<; .■.•.!-: n-.n^ -■, i-i.r. .i/' .-lU ..j 

If in preaching .againal. the lalae gods w)o,pahipe|i>^y ihq.Sph^i?^^ 
St. Pai:A had na^ Ihe word AkfAd instead. cf <^AM,.tadDeneUiiu^>9Q4 
his: friends had ateii the people aUlnditig aloof frtoni, .their ,^a<,Pflri4M9 
acfMMint, they wonld,- aa it -mailer of ooaiiaa,'ihaye:denied that!lthe!!<f^^ 
they made were Alohosi or ithat^ei ApostU toars pi?eacbing ngnmt 
them ; if St. Paol in ailawerilo this denial aaaeited ithbt)<A<yiyr«?1<; Alor 
hoB^'theh it woidd hinw/beiaiiiaarelyipertkiatattoaBksi Why in speakii)^ 
toOreeka, heiiidiiot callthfeita byih^irOreekiname^ffii^^ .;L ;, r 
. Now herelin China it is indtoriooa that there ;feN'e(fi>i>)uUit|}do ofh^r 
ings who av^ wocahiped by the wIm^ UttMmi : from lh€» E^^r^i) down 
to tha meanest peaaknt.'; To iheite beings thciy 4iaft^:{bd«k-tbQi<i$a]^ 
<>rtemplea^ aadiJikielihe'CkTeeka havi^ nadfeijmage8(«l6 thiimtiithat Am 
mi^t' with' ^t' every ^oornlsr of their atrOet8.:iNo^obe;wiil deny ths^.tfi 
1h^ Chihese language tli«re>isoaiij|ambioommenolD(a]lrAhe8o.obje«^ 
We adk then, fWhyyip tbOin«meIOf)eomnmll'8ense^i'abould!th0 Cbri^ 
iian teacher, Wheh; preacihing iaChiaeto against tl^se^obj^ev^, liaar 
aside their <M>mmOB Chinese bame^ andtpallitheisf Aiohos? h W|Ulhif 
ir^d efRick mote Inhis mouth iii'Ghiiiay than Aloio w6dal ftMMre dona 
from the^iips-.of St.iFaul-«tJSptieqnail/^n:--] nivn jij;-M UIu^jh hrj -/-A 
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ilMttHe"CMMSMlMV0<nd>WoM iiwmie/t'mjg tovib«iW0V4t GMikheA used 
)yro{>rif^ ;iJ'«m«iF6f^ fhie irMMfbr^i^^ltU^b^i^fai^f^ nitM'i^ not 

^iwhtitittsi» i^«be<bliiimf JfiMVYenltoil Wuhfribrdpil^woriilnl'^foeflB 

iidifMitiY«g«Sji;ftrl|0«cliiii|g the iObtii(ft»« tlie btuMirl^c^ bfitbe txiie,ikaAi 
and it is wholly useless in atUbkibgifWiif :pl)lytlleiMn.l) iNeteiitiieleMi^ 
t^be<#>t4ii]| wordf'Wfts (Miopo«ed'by Biv Bfeflhcrttisiid'AfeniSfidtDoiitich 
ktiij' MiYtie, Dvi' Btfidgim»4ftdHl.iiiiinedl8rtd7i w{thdi^fill'>app^ 
l^^bi^^biaibitt'^ fufkdlffrbiiiii^'lKbleiS^^tttt to'aiakeidiQieiipef> 
ky^tHj wMcJhr ih^Fff ar)»^o\r«0'(sotiMeMiti^^the«'frtobQiutbh,:i6fiiaUfiMif 
€(ffibdti«B^ W^dldihiRi^iilif^^.w^ 

kJnf <^ikth^efiiy, 4iMhlte^^ tlw jsjise ' to <« fair.«st^'i^ifMit ofithia tafiw 
kxp«di«iit." W«iUt'C6netcain6dik<^w<e4^rAtfa^tiiDe b^«<UiftniMii4 
<M«e4 tbi^eftiblc^Sodiety the faict>o£«urii«itlidr9sva] of alliopp^Mtioil 
to Dr. M. and his friends having funds to print oilir obihlnoB vermoD 
vHtli th(6itAt\^^id^iBmifii ^^mr ^rAfrtt oonyictton that .it: w6bld 
Wef do ^f g^.aiid iihfat it) would <l^4ikkvyate^ abMidooba. JOtit 
iEi)|^iohs I'efnifiinHitliehiini^d. l^betdefteriiiifii^ioritof the'gv^at nujoritsf 
bf th^ :M48^ltftr 160 'not lb .accept of « Uiaosferre^ltenB is^dh-^dy put 
beyond alldoobrt asid Dr. MedhutiBtaiid UesBnl'Sd'oaack sakdMiijaet 
Tltid the'tht.ee^dthishriaigoef8 ofiitlie'L0ttcfe"iof -Januaify^.tb.jtoige/mti 
Vi^trktifH^s ttt' yhii^ ^id9i»tWMfi^ikn iilB<^ieir t^^Anvakk^ 

takably, inbonttdwertibfif rii^ti'^fteriii AMhUi -^Thmiiianigfufiigt'l^&fW 
iS^ rio PMihib^tkapeT^uy will evtenabandonthii teriii;>and9l i^ notklng 
ttK^^ thnfl idtto to ' these thfie«'Del«{gait0S'td^l5i Aolitheir^e kos fbeen tke 
^e^f Ia4^r ^ fiiak4o^ thii^ Tevstod of ihe d^^ T.in Jit/woulHtfeeai Iberet 
lbife^|it^h«'th«it tihey: akookl diaim lbnd»^^io )p6ntikuifiailiprp[i:i|i;iwhi<:}h 
Ihe^ Idati^usel iit{/ unless ^injQtplfi ifoi bdi or iitft««|i vl^/ah^xyniiMi^ 
idtofHii^'theid. ^to <doi:8o: jwoal^ 

ffbrn ple«Uiidg'tAevr)«aiBe'agaiost')thorgi«atfbaiiiirj^ A^f ,tfarir JNr<Pt)ffr 
ilibi4n«rles wki^ atebpposed'io:a'|]lraafif<^ed>tQfti^ 
^In^ipl^ d6e8>iM/focl»ditUeq>irtrDi|n«igr ^^tMy^tmnmk^^i^Uc.n^f. 
§i^ytmi kirndtiT <ail>iheiDkCH;Na»t&lQcis i6fiAke qMc^J ^9kiwl4 )kflpe|.t,t^ 
less evil would result from follov«iag.ihi^JcMu|w>1tiai^^yc.<;^tfi^ tL.jil 
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• The secondrterm we .^hftll. bring, to Qur pM^p&aed lest is Skangti, 
ThiMiteroi! ^mep .f<prw9r4 upder th^. 4i9ftdvaot9gei of having been 
abandoned, not only by the three members of tbe Conimittee of 
I>!elegates abovefpeotioned, bpt abo bj^ tbe lAajprMy of the mission- 
aries wba were i^ the habit of usiA|^ it pseMiov^ to^tih^ comipenQement 
^ this controver<sy» To compens^^- for this, xdi^advaotage, it ha> 
gained the able advocacy of Or* Legge. ' 

' JDMr. hi is 1^ rofoli^te in &vor,of ^SpM^^I as^Drv M. and his friends 
lire in favor of Aji^ho, Beibf e b^ riif ached 1^ present position, he tells 
us he;waft led to,s^ " that G^^ waa. ^ot . a; gei^erio, but a relaV^vc^ 
t^rvf^'[ Ij'hat whioh induced pthera, to abandon Sfy^gti,, vi2^, it^ not 
i^ei^g th^ g6ne^i9 jteun.fqr &^ in tt^e Ohine^ la^g^age, has aUract^4 
him*. Sha^gU^ he copfesees is, opt th^ absolute appellative name for 
God in Chinese, and, he urge^ i^ claim^on thj3 groui^d that it is % 
mere i:els|live terfn, and therefore ftpswqrs tp the wprd ^Qad, which is 
also % HiereTelfitiv^ t^erin. Let^ u§ thep f;pqi;ir,e how U>e use of thia 
eom^^Ady r^latipd term.m)^ lapfltWei? in teaching the. monotheism of 
tl«e QiiMe, and rn coipbatjng the. Chineat^ pdy.theiam. Dr. Legge^ 
asserts "There is opjy one gUiang ,T4, SMprqme Rulei\;'' but we may 
safely say, Tb^re is no nion<>theisni taugl>t,,in this ^s^^rtion. It 13 an 
assertion that might have been 7nf(^in Greece an4ifti^n|e, without en- 
dangering* the existence, of a. single one.c^ their thirty thousand gods, 
as it Wjould haive^oply asserted the supremacy j of :^fu^ and Jupitei; 
respept.iii^ly, ■ ;, ^.,. ., ,,,^ ;...,,;. . ;; , [ .; , , , , 
, Thia phr^se,7s c<^niipoup|de4;orap;adjeptiv^ H^d,m^(ipp^Uat{pe noun, 
pipd Uierelbre fWiJI ,not, C9ijiyey thi^ idea,that tlve heing.so called is wholly, 
mff^Wi^f bu^i^illv Oft \he, contrary, opiy affirqa tha^ he is the supreme 
one, or greatest of tji^e. species callejdjhj jthis cpffjnfon appellative, 
apdjihu^ it ^vi^l nolije|cqiiidje tie eJ^Ulei^c^ qf thft 9th9rs pf tk^ species 
pfygl^d. by the ut^f of ih^ fippclfafine^ ttpun, bujt ^^iy, th^^ existence of 
two "supireme one? "of said species. Kqw th(? monotheism taught 
jp,the,Bi^le ip, th^t there is bpt one Qo^, i: e. there is absolutely (if 
J may so sp^ak) but one of thif species :,the asqeftion, ;^herefore, tljat 
f* There is b^t one supreme Ruler '' wiU^ never answer, to convey this 
meaning. It will not prevent the Chinese from recognizing thp exr 
i^tence of any qumb^r ofother; tr, for, it opiy declares, that there is bi.t 
one *Vsupreme iV and on t)ie«uly^ct of their gods, it saya uot a word 
Thi^ phrase Man^^i Jailors ivifjpi; the double. dia^vantage of not 
iins.wering. to the word ^jO^ whether understood propria or impropri^ ; 
fiH*. the being . c^aHed by the QUines^ Sh(Jngtjt^^ differs in essential 
ph^Off er i^tflfis, hom i\\Q\)o^^^ on the other 
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144 Defense of an Essay ^ i^c, 

hand, it WnoX the appeilatire name of the Chinese gods, and can not, 
therefore, be used as the word Elohim'm tlie O. T. is, to forbid the 
reigning polytheism. * 

But apart from the objections to the phrase Sh^ngtl, on th^ score 
of its past uses, it is a most unsuitable phrase to be chosen as the basis 
for making, by. our usus loquendi, a word in all respects like to our 
word God, B^ing a compound phrase, the qualifying force of it$ 
adjective will resist its c6nverfrion into a simple word Kke tfcie word 
God; being a relative term,^it is Unfit for many Of the uses to which 
Christians apply the Vford God — c. g^. to speak of His eternal, neces-^ 
sary existence, &^c. Implying offi66 merely, and not nature, it H 
wholly unsuitable to express the doctrine of the Trinity, of that of 
the divine nature^ of pur blessed Savior. And lastly, we insist upon 
the fact that Shang-tl is the distinctive title of a definite Chinese god^ 
and this god is a false god; Dr. liegge may affirm that " the Shdng- 
tl of the Chinese peopte i^ God over all, blessed for ever ; ** but unless 
he proves that this Sh^ngtf existed from eternity, and that he made 
the heavens and the edr'th, we must On the contrary declare with the 
prophet that '* the gods that Have not made the lieavens and the earth, 
even they shall perish from ih^ earth, and from under these heavens : " 
also with the Psalmist, that *^AU the Elohini o^ the nations are elelim 
(vanities, nothings), but Jehovah made the heavens : ** and, as it is 
clear that Sh^ngti is one of the Elohim of the Chinese, w* must 
insist he is here called by the Psalmist an elelim, unless Dr. Legg^ 
proves he is the very Being Who made tfie heavens. We can not, we 
dare not, use Shdngti. We can not exhort men to worship him, anfl 
we shall only encounter the ridicule of the people, if we call their 
{shin) gods, kid shdfigti, Y. k. fjilse sUpr^me rulers. ' 

The third term to be brought to our proposed test is Shin, This 
word being the absolute appellative name of all the Chinese gods, and 
also the name by which the Chinese pantheists call the life-giving 
principle that pervades their h irav, brings up the whole subject 
on which we desire to enlighten the Chinese ; all we want therefore is 
to leach them the true and piroper ideas they should connect with this 
word Shin, = f 

To prove that this term will be efficient in condemning the Chinese 
polytheism, we need only say that all the missionaries, who hav6 
attacked this many-headed hydra in China, have used this term for 
that purpose. On this point, therefore, we need not dwell, but will pro^ 
ceed at once to test the suitableness of the word Shin for teaching the 
Chinese the monotheism of the Bible, and we shall endeavor to do thii 
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Defii^M of an Essay, ^t. 145 

by sh.'>iving.how we can, using ^ia^ remove from the minds of the 
various errorists we. here meet wUh^ the eirors into which they have 
fallen on the clabject of Divinity. 

. Let us first take the Polytheist (or polypneumatist, as it now pleases 
I>r. Medhurst to call him), and see what the effect would be of set- 
ting his views right with respect to the ivord shin. Suppose him a 
common plebeian or a merchant, and that we were to meet him making 
offerings to the 7*f 4» '^Atn, the god of Wealth ; and that upon asking 
him why he worshiped this being) he were to answer, "That I may 
prevail upon him to assist me in getting wealth :" should we not do 
well to say to him. What you.ared^ibg is entirely right, viewed in one 
respect. Y6u can not, by any exertio^is of your own, insure the suc- 
cess of your trading; you do well to. rely upon the protection and 
bteasing of a superior being to help you to get wealth; but you Chi. 
aese make a mistake, when you go to seek help from the shin. You . 
suppose ;that there is a shin who presides merely over iponey getting, 
and you call iipon this Ts^i shin, god of Wealth, that he may help you 
to grow rich ; for protection from fire, you make offerings to the Ho 
5Jbift,.the god of Fire ; for protection at sea, you call on the Hdi shin ; 
and so too, you put every town, every district, under some tutelary. 
sAin, and'to every occupation you give a patron shin : the idea run- 
ning through all this (we might aay to him) is right; man is a weak, 
dependent being ; he must look up to, and depend upon a superior ; 
btti you are in great error as to the proper object to whom you should 
apply for aid. There is but one Being who can really aid you ; in 
o.nr holy book. He is c^aUed Jehovah.. He it is who presides over all 
human affairs : the administration of them is not divided out as you 
suppose among a number of shin ; He himself is the alone Shin. He 
iis the Shin of wealth ; pray to him to aid you in your business : He is 
the Shin of the sea ; call upoa hhn in time of danger : He is the Shin 
of fire; pray to him, d&c, d&c. In this, way we shall avail ourselves 
of whatever knowledge xrfi/tmiiiVir in general exist? in, the mind of this 
iifidividual, art the Same time that we turn to good account whatever. 
devotional feeUng he may have connected with the word shin; which 
is a matter of great importance. The feeling, welell him, is correct ; 
t^ dhjeiit he^alis shin: we have no right to complain of his calling' 
ii'by thi»o^ any other wime; but his conception of .the x^6;ec/— of this 
^hin-^'is Wrong f it mufit therbfore be changed-^elevated. Now to do 
this, to keep the subject on which we would enlighten him before his 
mind,, it its-surely wis^ to adhere to his word shin^ and to predicate of 
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thh wordf th«( truths ^e'^roaldtesusli kiiBj. We shoatd insinict him to? 
put All hia Mii oftwealth^ fire;>^{i;:&K^., togetbts/as the fitist pvocessr 
to help him to rise; and then tell him that. Jehotah, the true Shinji 
ean aifprd him teri thot»and times- ihore protection and biessfiig than 
all he ever fancied afl hib imiginary shin putl together icould afford/ 
that He IS hi truth' the onlt Satis; the Self-existeilt, the Almighty, thef 
Holy Shin, &c., tSo^. » 

Let us nett'take the othbr ^reilt drrorist; the Pantl&ieistvand S6thitti> 
right With respet^'ta>the hieaningiof this ^&kd^$km. Ple^tbo^ asfweS 
have seen, predicates Hid en^rsoftf the 'subject of divinity of t^i word. 
With him, 5/im is the infdrmitlg dwriwity.'spirh, or'solil,of the prinior-^ 
dial substance 'whose lieTofhtionB^^injlde «he heftrens and ^he. earth.; 
ll^aven, e^rth,^ man, <ini]i(ial9,'iiiH( plants/ dll %hii|rethi^ uilif ersal $Ai>i .'• 
k is the living priiMSiple of tillthltigs.' ThiB»Am is levidentlyno creat* 
eid ^iritj as we regdrd the humani! spirit, and all spirits^ (save God) tw 
be; but a. divide po^er that co-exidted With the eternnlly-exiSting'prii- 
rtiary matter. -How are we to set this pantheist right ? Tidl him that 
i*n some respects he fis right, and has the adiraotage of his.^lytheisticr 
(Countrymen in his views of the great 'Bofaiect, they ill Common. call 
Shin. He has a gveat advantage of them in the unity with (Which! be 
mv^ts his iSAtn. We therefore tdi bim he is right in oonceiviag th^re 
is but dneiiSftm, in making iSl^in the principle of lifib, sind'in aaeribing 
to the influence ofthis Shin ev^y pulse that throbs throiigh universal 
natuire^; butf tbnt /he greatly ^rrs in Iub oonceptton of Shtm It is not 
ttie nameof a mereitprinciplejof life^^^^f th^ soul of the World;: but of 
the L<»rd of life<-^f the Creator <>f. the! World,) of Jehov^aln^he only 
tru^ alid living Ship^; j i i r . . 

If we teach the Chinese connect Iviews. of this single word shiB^ we 
seal the fate of {Polytheism, pahtheianiiiahdiiilibcfsm. One Mn (cell him. 
Spirit or God) -hearing prayer in feveny house in China, knowing all; 
hearts and ruling over ail ♦hin^, i causing the grass to.gr6w aiid the, 
dlouds to rain, &}C., &.CV, is one^God, is mbnoiheisisdt^thisibuiAht'and. 
6nly iother 'theory oin theaubjedtof tbelsnL.vi^ can, 4hi(lk j«f. fShin is, 
tlie Wdrd the Chinese use when speaking/of thoiiraf : kls the word by 
which we must teach them the last I ' . . ., . 1, < 

This term is a strong coritrast to jSiAdng^i, the other native term. 
]()roposed/ It is simple; i vi(herea6.jS^dn^/i is a conipouod phrase. It 
is' the general 'name 'of the Chinese g6d8;i: whereas ^h^ngti is ,^he 
definite title of the cbief -^f )8aid gods., 'rhese characteristics — it^ 
being the Chinese name of .the g/^neral- subjeot-r^n absolute £|ppem-< 
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tWe^^i simpfe, rnioompmiiided terra— ^rendMr Mn «itac%lthef terra 
from.iirhicb to make, bj.oiiF/Ufusloqiieiuiiy a womI elaotljf anawveriaj^ 
16 :the word God. 

( Itiias no qualifying' iac^eetiTC t6 ireUrici itam^ning^ and toiwitfa-r 
stand the foranation of the aacn kKfufendt weidaabe'tb.eatabUah. . It ia 
iaot/Jike Tiy ihe nameofa relataonahifi, whiob is ootnttion %<i Qdd an4 
rn^n^ but is the abeolate name of a hekig, or^aaa Of beings (accordn 
ing ta its .^eonteat), who lure poaaeaaed :of a^oatare superior to that of 
roeii. Being an eAsahti^ oj^tLUUhie. iMtm^ yi^ shalt Iti imng it as the( 
tame of God, havdlnO diffii6i^iea madft by the tei'j^ by which we design 
nate Him, when we speak of ihis self^xistanoe from elerMitiy> mefa^-t 
ing naiure and not office^ it-will well c^eair thai wherein the Qf>eni^s^ 
of the Three Persons consists, and^be Divine nalute'of 4he blessed 
Savior. It is' theg enefefal 'aadae<6f(lha fals^.goda b^rei worshiped, and 
is therefore tfaje tenia lo be used fcHr. negativing Ahe ejcisl^p^ of a||, 
these false gods-*4he ifirst tbii^i thH is neettssary 4o be 'do^e 4o clears 
ibe way for the truth. 

8Kin^ we admit, isndt by its previous usos loquendi,, the name. o( 
the Being whom we adore : unhappily the Chinese hai^ no knowledge, 
of this Being; but they have some knowledge of the generfd ;subjec^ 
of Divinity ; they have thought and written much on this subject, and 
with the gods (though not with God) they have had most extensive 
dealings ; and there can be no doubt, we think, that they call this 
subject Shiny and that they have worshiped these gods under this name. 
If therefore we succeed in teaching the Chinese around us correct 
views of Divinity in connection with this word Shin^ we may rest as- 
sured that n^^.iotheism will spread. This word is in every one's 
mouth. Thousands are constantly making clay sAtn, wooden shin, 
paper shin: tens of thousands of others are manufacturing incense, 
candles, imitation sycee, d&c, d&c, for the worship of these shin. 
Let it then go forth that we solemnly assert, what it now so shocks 
Dr. Medhurst that we " should stand up before God and man,'' and 
assert,* what he himself has asserted thousands of times, that '* there 
is in truth only one 8hin ;" and let a few thousand Chinese, in any 
given city, sincerely believe this, and then what a stir we shajl 
have! 

The word Shiti — ^the native name of this subject — ^brings the doctrine 
taught by us home to every man's daily thoughts, practice, and occu- 
: , ^^._ 

* See Proper mode of translating Ruach, page 20. 
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pttidn: Th^ natWe Christian, as UugWt byius, asserts that " tliere is 
only one Shin;*^ > bis polytheistic !felloiir-»countryniaa laughs him tci 
scorn ; he can show him thousands of Shin in the very city in which 
they both live. *^ Aye ^ bat the hdy -apostle Paul . says, they be no 
Shin that are madfe with hands: I ^aik show you the very i place in the 
boiy • Book." Hiow, if when lie turns to Acts xix. 2i&, instead of 
Shin^ he finds Ahho ot 8k6mgtif And if With a view to bring the 
matter home' to iMnne Chinese Dbmetnus, our native Christian would 
be ju^ified in telling him, '* the Ahhos St. Paul was there speaking 
of were just such sAiit as you are now leaking ,*^^if^ I say, he would 
be justified in making such an assertion, why can notii^e now so write 
it down in the Acts, ttiat the Apostle may speak out plainly for himself 
^o all who read '4lie sacred Book?- 

' May the great Author x>f all truth, lead us !aU to see the truth of the 
i^attcfr that is now con€roverte4 ^mong us, and enable us so to use 
tlie prdper Chinese fippellative' of Himself,' that his ''Name may 
speedily be known " to this great nation, and all their false gods and 
Jdbls be put far away from them I And to- Huwi thePather, the Son, 
^nd the Holy Ghost, we will ascribe all the glory, both uow and fort 
ever. Amen. 
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ArnmBiz. 



Since the palrt of my* Defense in' which I discuss the question whether €k>d 
ilk a relative or absolute term was sent to press, Dr. Legge has published a 
series of letters, in which he has written at much length on this point t 
trust the reader will therefore pardon my calling his attention to this subject 
.again in i. note. I shall only comment on three points in the Doctor's letters* 

IbL ^ Some peojde seem to apprehend a lurking heresy in the opinion that 
EMdnij with the words by which it is rendered in Greek and EInglish, is a 
relative term ; whereas the difficulty is to find critics and scholars of any notei^ 
who have not in substance at least maintained the same thing." And on 9. 
lower part of the same page, ^ I do not believe that a single writ^ of eminence 
can be brought forward to controvert my position that Elohim is a relative 
term," &c. 

2d, The Doctor's attempt to expreas the orthodox doctrine of the' Trinity, 
regarding the word God aU the while as a(mer^*rclative term which does oqt 
express anything about essence or nature. 

/ Sd.** The view of Ellohim as a relative term exhibits the doctrine of, the 
Trinity in its Mrijdural smpLiaiy^ and establishes the Divinity of Christ o^ 
iia proper mdence^ , 

. On the first of these points, we beg the reader to notice that the West- 
minster Divines and Melancthon (no mean names I should suppose in Dr. 
Legge's eyes), are so far firom regarding the word with Dr. L. as a mere relative 
term that *' does not indicate the essence," but expresses only the reUUionskip 
that Jehovah sustains to his creatures, that neither of \h&n take any notice 
of this relationship at all in their definitions of the wcnrd (quoted at p, 49 above); 
but on the contrary say^ ** God is a Spiritual Being, or essence, possessed of 
various essential and eternal attributes." Howe also, one of the most eminent 
of the Nonconformist divines, in his ** Living Temple," in like manner gives 
a definition of the word God^ to preface an elaborate airgument to prove the 
existence of the Deity, without making any mention of the relationships wjiich 
He sustains to his creatures. His words are so much to the point that I shall 
give them at some length : — ' 

*« And first for the existence of God : that we may regularly and with evi- 
dence make it out to ourselves, that he is, or doth exist, it is requisite ihit 

we first settle a true notion of him in our minds ; or be at agreement with our- 
selves, what it is that we mean, or woald have to be signified by the name 6€ 
God, otherwise we know not what we seek, nor when we have found him. Aifd 
though we must beforehand professedly avow, thai we take him to be such >a 
one as we can never comprehend in our thoughts, that this knowledge is tpo 
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eicellent for us, or be ii more excellent than that we can perfectly know him ; 
yet it will be lufBcient to guide us in our search after his existence, if we can 
give such a description, or assign such certain characters of his being, as will 
severally or together distinguish . hjjn from alMhings else. For then we shall 
be able to call him by his oWn name, and tay , this is God : whatever his being 
may contain more, or whatsoever other properties may belong to it, beyond 
what we can yet compass in our present thoughts of him. And such an account 
we shall have of what we are inquiring after, if we hate the conception in our 
taudds of a4 s^^moZ, uneamsed^ independ^tU^, UMesssary, B^ing^ that hoUt Active 
pojwel*, life, wisdom, goodness^ and whatsoever othec suppoaable excellency ip 
highjest perfection originally in and qf itself. Such a being we would with com^ 
mon consent express by the name Opd*** ^ 

Here we see Howe too, in this definitioii, takiss no notico of the vcarious 
rdatumskqfs which Jehovah sustains to his creatares, and which the word God, 
being the absolute appellative name of Him is used in the sacred Scriptures to 
'designate sometunes the one, and sometimes another. He makes no mention 
of these relati(ms, because he justly regards them as notnecessaiy to a pn^er 
definition of this word, it being the name of the eternal, nnoaused, independent, 
necessary Being, who was God; bi^:»« any c^ these relations subnsted. 
These relations may or may not be mentioned in a definition of the word God^ 
-but I have never seen a definition of the word, in which the nattare of the 
Being designated Was not mentioned^ and doubt if such a one can be quoted 
from any good writer. * 

' Voltaire, in giving Newton^ vifew as quoted by Dr* L. in his Letters, p. 27, 
^iB carefy to'stele these essential attaributes, and that before ho makes mentioh 
of any of these relations ; his words are, ** Newton was deeply persuaded of the 
existence of a God, and he understood by that word not only a Being, h^nUe, 
^Imijghhfy EUmal, and the Creator, but a Master, who has established relatkms 
between Himself and his creatures ;'' (observe, not was constituted Grod b^ 
'this relationship, bat being God, himself established this relation;) ** for," ad^ 
Newton, ^ without this relation, the knowledge of a God is nothing but a barren 
idea." Here I would agadn observe that Newton does not say that this In- 
finite, Eternal Being, withont this relation wouM not be Qod^ but rather 
clearly implies tiie contrary, stating only that a knoiHsdge^ 6f this relation is 
necessary to our welfare. ' , 

According to the common consent of manidnd, the w(»rd God, whether 
understood propria or improprie, is an absolute term, and not the mere expo- 
nent of a relotbni^ip as Dr. Legge contends it is. St Paul speaks o£ those 
who were " by nature no gods." Cicero wrote " De Natura Decmmi ;" woul^ 
he have used the word " natura,". if rwrijting De — Lnperatonun ? In every 
Christian work on theology we take up, we shall find something said " of the 
nature and attributeaof God." Hesiod has given U9 a Theogony, or generation 
of the gods ; and jt is just a^ plain that he regards the gods throughout thi^ 
poem, as a genus — a race g[ beings, as that he regards vjaen in this light I^ 
constantiy couples the names of the two races together, liove is " Sire of 
^ gods and metkV ^ They. (Uie Fates) of men aud^ goils; thQ ct'mm pwrsue^" 
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They aire ezpiessly spdcen of 80 a race. 

*« The Mn^efl (he flay«) bade me praise 
The blessed ract of ever living gods." 
♦• They send forth 
Their undecaying voice, and in their songs, 
Proclaim before all themes the raet of gods, 
From the beginning." 

^« And the Earth 
And the huge Ocean, and the sable Night, 
And all the sacred ract of deities 
Existing ever." 

*♦ The lovely roes 
Of goddess Nereides, rose to light ;" ^c. 

Elton* s Remains of Htsiod. 

' Dr. Legge's doctrine is that the words " E!ohim and (PiSQc: of themselves 
tell us nothing of the nature of the Being, or Beings which they represent," 
and that Shangti, ** Supreme Ruler," tallies exactly with these words. 

How would it accord with the picture drawn of the Olympian deities by 
Homer and the other Greek poets, to regard them as a mere assembly of 
rulers ? All rulers, or rather all Shangti, Supreme Rulers ! ! ! If such was 
'** the assembly of the gods," what becomes of the sovereignty of Zeu<; ? The 
Goddesses, what are we to make of them ? Are they " Supreme Rulercsses ? " 

Dr. Legge lays much stress on the etymology of the word Elohm ; but 
etymology is a very uncertain guide to tlie character and meaning of words. 
Every work on logic is full of warnings a^inst our being misled by sophis- 
tries derived from this source. It is wholly conjectural, and there is no other 
'field perhaps in which learned men have so indulged their fancies. If a 
serious doubt once arises, there is no means of setting it at rest; the most 
that can be contended for is that my conjecture is more probable than yout*s. 
And even where the etymology iff manifest, it is of comparatively little service, 
as it is the subsequent use which determines the character and meaning of a 
word much more than its root In this case, from Dr. L.*s own showing, there 
is so much diversity of opinion among the learned, the only safe inference to 
1)e derived from their conflicting opinions is, that no satisfactory conclusion 
on this point can ever be arrived at, none certainly which one can afford to 
make the basis of an argument 

But suppose Dr. K's view to be conceded— that tlie radical idea is power, I 
can not see how this will show that the word is a mere relative term ; power 
being one of the essential^ eternal attributes of God, as this word denotes an 
intrinsic perfection, not an outward relation like that expressed by the words 
dominion, rvler^ &c. Fuerst's view of the word JS?, given by Dr. L. (Letters, 
p. 20), shows how compatible such a derivation is with bur regarding the 
word God as an absolute term. He says, " Eobustusy powerful, brave. It is 
used (h) for God, on account of his very powerful ahd excelling nature^ (not 
because of his sustaining any relalionship), ** and with the article ha-El, the 
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Omnipotent, who is over all things, as in the phrase 4*I3Mm (God of gods), 
that is, superior to all false and feigned gods in his ibrenglk and power J* (not 
a being sustaining a superior relationship, or having a more exalted office, but 
of a more excelling nature, o^-^atrengik irresistible, and j9oti^ infinite.'') 

The Omnipotent, the powerful One, the Almighty, the Omniscient, &c., are 
very different to the words RvJUr, Kmg^ &c. \ and if Dr. L. can succeed in 
establishing the etymologies for which he contends, it will afford him no aid 
in proving that we must render Elokim by a term that is the mere exponent 
of a relationship. Power is an essential attribute of the Deity, possessed from 
eternity before the worlds were made ; Shdngti, ** Supreme Ruler," can derive 
no aid from their etjnnology. 

Dr. L. quotes Calvin as agreeing with him in the character of this word, 
and seems to have persuaded himself that even Athanasius uses the term 
God just as a relative term ; and his conclusion is, that there are not three 
beings, who sustain the rekUion of God, but only one ; not three ^irits who 
are each a (rod, but one Spirit (observe not one God), Jehovah namely, in 
whose essence there yet exist, ** by a natural and eternal necessity, three in- 
telligent and active subjects, who are made known to us as the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit" I have not the works of Athanasius, and never read 
them ; I can not therefore say whether Dr. Legge represents him correctly, 
when he tims speaks of him as reg^ding the word God as a relative term, 
and the Persons of the Blessed Trinity as sustaining "the relation of God." 
I content myself tlierefore with merely calling the attention of the learned in 
Europe and America, who are taking an interest in this controversy, to his 
statement, who no doubt can vindicate this noble defender of the orthodox 
faith from the views here erroneously ascribed to liim by Dr. Legge. 

Some of Calvin's works I have at hand, from which it is very plain that Dr. 
Legge is mistaken if he supposes that Calvin agrees with bun in regarding 
the word God as a mere relative term. The proof of this I will present below^ 

I shall next offer a few remarks on Dr. Legge's attempt to express the 
orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, using the Atlianasian formula, and regarding 
the word God as a mere relative term, which. does not express anything 
about essence or nature. According to Dr..L., that which constitutes the 
Supreme Being God, is not the possession of a Divine nature, but the sustain- 
ing of a given relationship. 

I am most happy to fmd that Dr. Legge, however, majkes the unity of the 
Godhead to consist in oneness of substance, and not in unity of office or 
dignity; as from his words, "the view of Elohim as a relative term exhibits 
the doctrine of the Trinity in ita scriptural simplicity^ his defining a relative 
term as the name " of a dignity or qffice common to many individuals," and his 
views generally on tlie character of the word God, I had feared he did, and 
as I believe, all have done, who have regarded this word as Dr. L. does, as 
a mere relative term. On this subject Dr. Legge is happily very explicit. He 
says, " the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God ; does 
it not seem then tliat there are three Gods ? It seems so, yet the JPather, Son^ 
and Spirit are * one in substance ;' so that tliere are not tliree Gods, but one 



Digitized by 



Google 



Btfense of an Essajf, Jj^c* 153 

GocL" Dr. Legge then gives a statement of his views which shows 
tliat one can regard the word God as a mere relative term that does not in- 
dicate essence, and yet bdieve that the three Persons of the sacred Trinity are 
of the same divine nature or substance ; but he has not shoum tu how this 
orthodox doctrine is expressed in the formula he has quoted, if the word God 
tells us nothing of the nature of the Being represented. 

When we say in the Athanasian Creed, '^ the Father is God,** we mean by 
it, as Waterland says, that He is possessed c^ ^all perfection," that He is 
■possessed of the ^ Divine nature ; " by which phrase we understand " the sum 
of the Divine p6rfecti(»s ; " we mean that all the essential attributes, necessary 
existence^ eternity, omnipresence, omniscience, &.C., &c., are predicable of 
the Father. Next, when we say *'the Son is God,** we mean that he is 
possessed of " all perfection,'* possesses the same Divine nature, has the same 
essential attributes, &c.; and so of the Holy Spirit And lastly, when we 
say, ^ they are not three Gods but one God," we affirm that there is only one 
Being possessed of this divine nature, having these essential attributes ; that, 
to use the words of the Athanasian Creed, ^ the Godhead of the Father, of tho 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one." * 

There can be no doubt the same thing is meant when we affirm in the 
words of this Creed, **they are not three Gods, but one God," as when it is 
said just above **the GocDiead is all one." Godhead (from (Sod and Aode, 
state) means simply the state or condition of being God : hence, this word 
is de^joed by Johnson and Webster as, ^Godship; deity, divinity, divine 
nature or essence." If God meant rulers the noun formed from it would mean 
the state or condition of being ruler ; if no nature is indicated by the word 
God, but only a relationship, the words Godhead, dmnUy, &4^, would only 
mean the state or condition of being or standing in that relationship to others : 
they would not " indicate essence or nature." 

I can not here refVain from adverting to Dr. L.*8 very remarkable views of 
the Divine nature, L e. that in which it consists. 

He says. Letters, p. 56, *< Dr. Boone believes that the idea of a Divine na- 
ture lies in the word God. Now the nature of God is spiritual ; *God is a 
Spirit,' was the account given by God himself manifest in the flesh. The 

* To show that this method of viewing the word Ood as expressing <* the Di- 
vine nitore " is not peculiar to the Athanasian Creed, and to the writers of the 
^Cliarch of JQngland, I will here append Knapp's statement of the doctrine of the 
Trinity : See Art. 4. §33, 3. »» The doctrine of a Trinity in the Godhead includes 
the three following particulars (vide Morus, p. 6i), § 13): viz., (a) There is only 
one God—one divine nature; § 16, (b) but in this divine nature, there is the 
distinction of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as three (called subjects, persons, 
and other names of similar import in the language of the schools); and (c) these 
three have equally and in common with one another, the nature and perfections 
of aupremd Divinity. — This is the simple doctrine of the Trinity, when stripped 
of refined and learned distinctions. According to this doctrine, there are in the 
Divine nature Three inseparably connected with one another, possessing 
eqiial glory, but making unitedly only 0.he Ood." 



Digitized by 



Google 



154 Bi^enu op. an E^a^, S^tl 

pecidtarHy by which God, as he w reVeded to us in the ScriptiA^, Is SitHn^ 
^m^ted from aU other spiritual Btmgs as to nature^ is, that in his infmite and 
incomprehensible spiritual essence there exists a Trinity of hypostases, or, as 
we term them in En^h, Persons* Tku •# (fte only dkme nature. And the 
idea does not lie in the word QodJ* Following np this very pecnliair notion of 
what is meant by ^ the divine nature,** his rtductio ad abstardum is, that, if the 
word God indicates nature, then none but Trinitarians have any idea of God. 
When enumerating the peculiarities tlmt distinguish God from all other spiri<- 
tual beings, Dr. L. might have mentioned that He is necessarily existentr; 
whereas the existence of all other spiritual beings is contingent and depenr 
dent upon Him: that He is almighty, while they axe of a weak and feeble 
nature ; that He is omniscient, ominipresent, &c., &c. Kna;^ explaiils this 
matter very clearly in his 3d Article ** On the Nature and Attributes of God." 
His words arc, ^ The nature of God is the sum of all the Diviiie perfe6ti(m»; 
the aUrihutes of God ajre the particular distinct perfections or realities, which 

. are predicable of the Divine nature (predicate Dei necessaria ob essentism ei 
tribuenda, Morusy p. 58, not 1). The Divine attributes do not therefore differ 
materialUer from the Divine nature, but only formaUUr (L e. the difference b^ 

' twe^n nature and attribute is not objedibe, or does not i^pertaln to God him- 
self; but is Bubjectiffe, formal, or as the older theologianB^say, secundum nostrum 
condpiendi nwdum). The attributes of God are merely our notions of the 
particular distinctions, which taken togetha* compose the Divine nature. We 
are unable to take in the whole object at a single glance, and are con^Ued, 
in order to accommodate the weakness of our understanding, to coninder it 
in separate portions.** ,M^ 3d, § 18. 
We must here caiefrijly distingnish between the sense of the word ^ attA- 

• bute,** as applied to the essential attributes of God, and the logical use of tins 
word, as the opposite of ^ substance,** i. e. ^a predicate which may be present 
or absent, the essence of tiie species: remaining the same.** See this point illus- 
trated by St Augustin, De dv. tki, XI. 10. ^ Propter hoc itaque natura dicit^ 

- simplex, ctd non sit alicfuid habere, quod vel possit amittere, vel aliud sit ha- 
bens, aliud quod habet," &c. Thii^ reasoning Hagenbach declares identical 
with the proposition of Schleiermachei', ^ that in that which is absolute, the 
subject and the predicate are one and the same thing.** Which agree ex- 
actly with the views of thel^ivine nature and attributes presented in the quo- 
tation from Knapp. But to iretnrn to ottr argument 

There is another point which clearly manifests tlie sense in which the woitt 
God is used in the Athanasian Creed and other Christianformul«e, in connec- 
tion with the Trinity : I refer to the two natures of Chri^ To express the 
dimne nature, the words God and Godhead are used indifferently, just as the 
words man and manhood are used to express the'^wTnon nature: thus in the 
Second Art of the Church of England, "the Son, which is the Word of the 
Father, begotten from everlasting of the Father, the very and eternal God, of 
one substance with the Father, took man's nature in the womb of the blessed 
Virgin, of her substance: so Ihat two whole and perfect natures, that {s 
to say, the Godhead and manhood, were joined together in one Person, never 
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tocbeditridedy whereof ia one Christ, vety CM add very manJ*^ Th6 wordK 
me too clearly defined here, to allow of mistake; ^ veiy Grodand very man/' 
express the twonatures oaUed libove the Godhead and manJukiHL 

The Westminister Divines u^e laagiiafife ahnost identloal ; they say, " so that 
two whde perfect .and diistinct natui^ the Godhead and the manhood, inrere 
inseparably joined together in one person, without conversion, camposition, or 
confiision* Which person is very God and veiy man, yet one Chnst" 

Ckn^Mon of Hkkietku <* And John saith, * In the beginning was the Wcnrd, 

jmd the Word wa^. with God, and God wa»the Word.' Thartfon the Son 

is co-equal and consubstanttal wHh the Father, as touching his dMnify; true 

€rod, not by name only, or by ndoftaoH, or by special fiivor, but in Byhdance and 

nature.^ It wouldibe tedious to quot^ the other Ck)iifes8ions drawn 1^ by the 

Reformer in the 16th century. It will besufficient to say they all agree in 

stating that Christ was po soo so o d of two. perfect natures, the Divine and the 

human, Mid that M u^gf ^ w La is4Wiy. £rod and veiy maa. ;r 

- The words of afif ithe Confessioas on this subject aire remarkably similar, 

'being aU derived ftom the decision of the Council of Chalcedto. The expo- 

Mtion of faith put forth by this Council was designed to guard against both 

EulycliiaB and Nestonan errors. After recognizing the Nicene and.€onstaft- 

tihopc^tan creeds, ithey say, *' Following, thereibie, these hdy.F«LtheiB, we 

lonitedlydeolase, that one and thesameSon^ouifXjOidJesus Ciirist,istobeao- 

knowlcdged is being (perfect ini his Godhead (^^1i|7i )y and perfect in his hunuqn. 

'tf{Av6po)ifoPrifi)f} truly Go(li;(e«<v[i0lXt)dd)jr) and truly man (otv^pAMTov cIXi^j:)>^> 

The ' Athanasian Creed : uses the word God in like manner to express^ tiie divine 

nature of the Prison Christ; ^the Son of God is God and man, .God o£>thB 

' stMance of the Father, begotten before the worlds ; and wian of the svbt^nce 

'of his mother, horn in the world ; iporfect God and perfect man ; equal to tbe 

IVtther as touching his Godhead'; and inferior to the Father as touching his 

manhood. Who ahhon^h he be God and man; yiet he is not two, but otie 

Christ" Whactever Dr. Legge may persuade himself as to the agreement of 

his views with those of Athanasins, it seems to roe that if he will give this 

Creed, that bears his name^ only a cursory glance, he can not contend that '^ the 

. term Gsod" islis^d therein ^'jiist as a relative term,. and, that its conclusion is 

that there are not thDee beings who sustain the relation e/* God, but only on(>:" 

. On the contnugr^ he must acknowledge that tiieac^ that thethreePessons^u^ 

J tain not a coootmim^felationship to tbeir cceatures, but ue of th^ same natuce 

—of one substance. 

It is ^ fi^worki^ idea of Dr. L^ (hat th^ who contend that God is m absolute 
temv '^con&und the beipg of Jehoyah with the name God." His own vieiv 
: is, ^He whom .we.call God, e^ted'^m everlasting, but not 09 God. It was 
in consequence. ti^'ihe act ^ creation,i that He. began to sustain. th/& rt&i6te 
i Brhich is. signi(fied by thtU. term P^ And he thinks that no scholars or/eritics 
can be found who disagree with this view. In the Athanasian Greed above 
i^ited, we.fead tiiat *< the Son of God is God aj^ man ; God of the su^t^nce 
of his ,Fath€p:, begojtten btforethe wwlda^^ According to this, Christ is de- 
cla^d to be God, not because of hi^;having. a common (hminion or oj^ m|h 



Digitized by 



Google 



)56 Ihfmu of wn Ess^, ^c. 

the Father, bcit to be *^ God of the guhOoMt of the Fftttoerf no!t to have b©i 
gun to 9U8tAm "^ the relationship called God ** when he created all things, but 
to have been'God before the ir<MrldB were mada Dr. Le^e may declare that 
tiie Word God IB used incorrectly in ^is Cireed, and in all the othor Creeds and 
'€k>nfes8ion8 from winch I have quoted, but if he WiU careildly examine thes6 
'^kKuments, I am persuaded he will not contend that the word Qod is used in 
them as a mere relative term; pr that he can expn»9 the di)ctrine which they 
teach, with respect to that wherein the aneneu of the three Peiwcms ccmsist ; 
^r the doctrine of the two natures of Christ, by the use of the word Oodj as 
•they teach it, using this word, if the word God ^ of itself tells us nothing of 
the nature of the Bemg represented." Thk was my objectixMi to the use of 
the word Ti, Ruler (and the objection holds good, no matter by what adjec- 
tive it may be qualified), not that those, who use this teiiii as the rendering of 
the word God, can not hold the orthrodox dootrme on the subject of the Trini- 
ty ; but that they can. not express it by Ibe use of the rehHce term Tiy Kuler. 
God and nnm, very Ctod and yery man. Godhead and mtmhood, can not be 
-expressed by the words Ruler and man, very Ruler and very man, Rulorship 
and manhood } and the addition of the cu^'ecfioe ^supreme?* will malbe no diffe- 
rence in the chaxact^ oi the noun*, I will here mentixm that n^ Chineap 
teacher, whea I was making a version' of the .Commui^on Service, and the 
sentence ^'our Savior Christ, both Crod and man,** was under conaideratioii; 
upcHi being asked How it would ainswer to render " both Tk and man ?^ wiUif- 
Qut my ever having sdd one word to him <m the ^objetct, objected to it on the 
ground that the word Ti did not refer io nature ; and there was no antitheas 
between the words ti ruler^ and jm, man, for many men had been ti. 

The ehaiacter of the word God in the documents I have , quoted is too 
clear to admit of any controversy, but Dr. Legge, seeing that their views can 
not be made to agree with his, may contend that this word was alike misun- 
derstood by the early Councils and the Protestant R^^rmers ; let ua therefore 
turn to the inspired writers from whom tl^ early fathers and the Protestant 
Reformers derived their views. The first verse of the Groepel oi John is a 
locus classicus fl»r determining the character of the w<Nrd &€og. *< In the 
be^nning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was €k>d. 
The same was in the beginning with God*" The word God being here the 
•predicate of the sentence ^the Word was God," this sentence afifords us an 
c«dmirableopportunity of testing the point at issue between Di. Legge and 
myself. 

If Dr. Legge is correct in his position, that the word <^9«c ia a mere relative 
term, then the Evangelist here asserts that the Word ^ in the beginning" 
' sustained a certain office, dignity,. or relationship hectmse ofwkuh he is called 
God; on the contrary, if I am correct, by the word God he here affirms that 
t^ Word, " in the beginning " was possessed of " the Divine nature," " of the 
suih of the Divine pei^ections." 

The i^Mstle asserts two facts : 1st, that *^ in the beginning " the Word *' was 

with God ;" dd, that at that same time ** the Word was God." If then, by the 

' phrase// in the beginning," we understand from eternity, before the world was 
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made^ the whde qaestacm Ba bdtWMn Dr* L. and tayself iist settled; ibr /ri^ 
we have a Being called God, with whom die Word wae **in the begin. 
laag,^ that la befhre there^ were any eroaturea : this Being therefore could not 
have been *<coo0titttted God by the aet of creation;^ aeeoik^ weare^ld ''the 
Word was God," existed **afl God," **itt the beginning," L e, fromeiemity^ 
Unless then Dr. L. denies that the phnuie **m the beginning" has the mean- 
ing we have attached to it, he must adimt the Incorrectness of his theory that 
^ it was in consequence of the act of creation that He whom we call God^ 
began to sustain the relation which is signfied by that term." 

With respect to the meaning of sv apx^, Knapp says, '' 'O Xyyog existed 
sv ofxri, viz. x^^v (Bemhiihj Gen. L 1. 1. e. afr demo). Did he exist before 
the creation c^ the world he must be God ; for before the creation nothing but 
God himself existed." Art 4. § 87. 

Pearnm. ** 'In the beghming was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God.' Where ' in the beginning ' must not be denied unto 
the tlnrd proposition, because it can not be demed unto the seccoid. Therefore 
* in the begkming, or ever the earth was, the Word was God,' (Prov. viiL 29L) 
tlie same God with whom he was. For we can not conceive that the Apostle 
should speak of one kind of God in the second, and of another in the third pro- 
position ; in the second of a God eternal and independent; in the third of 4 
made and depeoding Grod." 

WaiUrUmd,^ ''The Word is here (John L 1.) said to have been God in the 
l»egtnning, that is b^^bre the cnttUon ; "from whence it is Airthev probable that 
he is God in the strict and proper sensow This circumstance may at least be 
sufficient to convince you that the relative sense which you contend for is 
not apf^eable. Hb could haye no relation to the creatures before they were 
made ; no liimiftmoil over them when they were not; and therefore could no( 
i>e God in the sense of dommUm or office." Vo). I. p. 316. 

Ktdnod. " Initio rerum, ante mundum conditum extitit Logos. £v npx^ 
W. 7ou xofffti^v .... . .respbndit Heb. BeresMiky Gea L 1. quem locum Johan- 
nes respexitf^ &c. : > 
/ !ZWti«*^5va|>xij,>thesaffleasi«fMftt'«^iiv<teft^nn^ 
tlie world commenced, and tune with it^then, a^brendg the Word was." 

I wili pause longer on this point, as there will jwrobably be no difierence 
t)f opinion among those who take an interest in this contr^iversy with respect 
to the meaning of Sv ctp)^, but will proceed to -cite some authorities to show 
tliat tJie word God, in the sentence " the Word was God," predicates that th^ 
Word was possessed of the Divine nature ; and this because D*. L. expresses 
the belief " that not a single writer of eminence can be Wought forward to com 
trovert his position that God is a relative tenn;" I WiS comftience my quotas 
^ns with Calvin, as Dr. L; has quoted himto sustain his views. Gommentii^ 
on this sentence hi the Ist verse of Xohrfs G<fepel, he says, "That them 
may be noremainmg doubt as to Christ's Diwnt essence, the Evai^list dis- 
tinctly asserts that he w' Ood, Arius showed prodigious wickedness when?, 
to avoid being compelled to acknowledge tlie eternal Divinity of Christ, he 
prattled about I know not what imaginary. Deity ; but for oiu p4rt^ when we 
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%xe informed that the Speech was ^od, what right hacve we jiny longer to callr 
in tiuestioii his ekmd eBsence 1^— Caiuin inloc . : ^ 

' ^ For BB the names of €rod, which have reapeet to external wc^rk begaa to 
he ascribed to him ^^om the eadstence of the work (a)9 when he is called the 
(>eator of heaven and earth), so piety does not recognise or aihmt uny tumi 
which might indicate that a change had ilakon pia4e in God himaelE Nothing 
^ei^ore is nnne intolemhle than to ftjacy m hegiiming' to that Woid, which 
was xtkody^ God, and afterwards was the CreatiNr of the worldw^ ChigHan 
InstUutes, Book tCh. IS. ^S. 

^ Theodoret disputeth with great earnestness that God cah ' not he • said to 
soffer. But he thereby meaneth Christ's J9ivine nofoi^ agaiaist ApoUonftniiSy 
Which hbldeven Deity itself paisibie. Cyril onthe othto side against Nestoriu9 
as much contendeth, tliat whosoever wiU.den^ tthf God to h^e sujSTered 
deaith, doth forsake the faith. Which- notwithstanding to lioid- were hereSjIk, if 
the name of God in tiiis aasertioh did-: not 'import as it doth the pera6n of 
Christ, who being verily God suffered death, but m the* flesh, and not in thai 
8M&9tonce for which the ntime of God is given bin." Hooker^ Book V. Chi 
liiL§.4 

'^ In N. T. elariite adhuc Deus vocatnr (la i. 1.) Semio erat DtiUy quod d^ 
Deo secundado <et fiictkio) raUone mviMrit intelligi nequit ut Velldnt Uldverr 
sariiy sed de vero Deo ratione natur(B ; quia non dicit iyMoi, ul v. '14. quand9 
loquitur de incaimtioiie, qnod prius notasset ; sed '^v erat aid -ejus etiskrtHam 
iBternam deaigmxid«m. Jy^nde €o moio debkt ase Ihw^ quoy^tuit esse tri^ 
prine^ mUe rerwn imxiivm crtcMonenij v; li' tanqiiam ejus author,, v. 3, hio 
autem nemini nisi Deo summo competit'' - TwreUittj Yok I. p; 81S. 

** The Father is called God, so is th^ 8on, Johni. 1. In Ike begmning was ihe 
Word, and Oie Word was wUh God, and ihe Word was God, With God as to 
his person, God himself, as to his essence,** Bishop Bewridge^s fVorks^^ VoL 
VH.>'83.- ' " ■ • ' . '•" . • •.'■•''' ; 

^ No epithet or attribute is more pKO)ier to God^ th^n that (^i^vN^^eop, Qo4 
etemoL Hence is our Lord said by St Paul, before he did aUsV^me the ffflcm 
of a ser!raiit,'and becan^e like uAto men^^to hsLve mAsiHedin the fom qf God, 
not deitwing it rol^ery to he. tqual to God (or* to have a etabaisteAce in ^duratio^ 
and perfection equal to Grod); so that as he was afberihis. ilicamatkMi tiuly 
man^ partal^rpf humi^ ni^t^e, affections, and pro^^erties,; so before it.he wa^ 
(n% God, partaJ^ing th^Divi/ne. ^esser^ce imd aUr^t^es,- Thence he is often ,i^ 
tl^ Scriptures ,ab^diut^ly and dirpctly rkcmsdQ^d ; Go4 W tfeo.most proper ^^ 
most high .sense : ^ th^\hfsgi;fin^ wqs tft^ Word, qn^theWord w^ wi^ Gqtf, 
ifddihe Word wasGod, §^ik St John in the beginning of h^ GQsper(tU^ 
placq. where he is most likely t^ ^^ak with, Uieil^aat ambiguity cwr cfcarkneps)s 
thesMue Word^wbich was in tiw fiko^^Jfi^ md^dwfM amqr^ ii/i;^ did 6^/w!^ 
M ^im exist with Gofl, and wps C^^". ftwroio'^ ^pr4ii V0L H ^ 281* 
. «]|?r«etei^ veroietillii^^tMprcMnptu, eaudemnotipneift^subessevoca^illp 
,^S0& in hac eaujuiiatione, quam in presume antcc^imtc etseqiiente, atqua adeo 
Servatorehi eodeih sensu, et dski et esse €^8^ ac Osoc is dicitur, apud quern 
fuit, eiquQ DiyufiTAXKM £t trihuLhoa logo et tribuondam^essfe, non aliam et 



' Digitized by 



Google 



Drfenu of an B^^say, Sfc. 1^9 

diversaim ab ea, qtue mimmi Dei est, sed plane eahdem." Tiitman^ Conmeni. 
in loCf 

Doddridge paraphraBes the sentence as follows : ** The Word was God him- 
self, », e. poss^sed a Tiatvrt truly and properly Divine." 

>Ffci%,»* And the Word wan God. He was, so say the Socinians, by 
office^ not by naUtre, as being the Legate and Ambassador of God ;" and then 
contests this pohst at much length, 

iSbo^. "And what can we understand by this testimony, *the Word was 
God,' but that he was possessed of the same Dwint nalwt and perfections 
with the Path^?" 

Hatty. "The Word was with €rod. (1) In respect of essence and sub- 
stance ; for the Word was God, a distinct Person or substance (subsistence ?), 
for he was with God; and yet the same in substance, for he toas God." 

PooU. " The W<ntl was God ; this speaks of the oneness and sameness of 
his essemot with that of the Father. The term <hd^ which in the foregoing 
words is to be taken Personally for €rod tiie Father, is here to be taken essen- 
Hatty y as it signified! the Divine Being." 

BurkiU, "Learn hence, 3d, his Divine essence. The Word was God. Here 
St John declares the Dmnity^ as he did before the eternity of our blessed 
Savicnr. Tlie Word was Grod, say the Socinians, that is a god by office, not by 
naiure, as being Grod's ambassador." 

Thobuk. " By ^s^ the Evangelist wished to designate that Divine essence 
in which the Son was equal to the Father." 

Erasmus, " dicere vnlt ; Verbnm particeps crat Divine essentia.^ 

In the former part of this pamplilet, I have shown that the ancient Councils 
and the Protestant Reformers of the 16th century agree in regarding the word 
God aa the absolute name of J^ovah, indicating his essence. In addition 
to this I show that Tertnllian, Pearson, Waterland, Usher, Stillingfleet, 
Bloomfield, Stuart, Hodge, and Tholuck, agree in this view ; to these I have 
now added the name of aknost every Commentator whose works are within 
my reach. I can not fancy in what quarter Dr. L. has pushed his inquiries to 
.assert, as he has done^ his firm conviction, that not " a single writer of emi- 
nence can be brought forward to controvei:! his position that Elohim is a re- 
lative tertn;" , , 

But to all this, Or. Legge replies, " I have careMly counted the number 
of times in which Elohim is used in the O. T. The word is used in all 2,5.55 

times With illative force apparent, l;476 tim^ ; With the definite article, 

357 times ; and simply (i. e. standing absdliitely ), as in tlte first verse of Geno- 
sis, 723 times." 

Before Dr. Legge expects us to lay any stress^tipon tliese numbers, he should 
luLve shown that the absoldte name of a Being, or the 'absolute appellative 
name of a class of beihg^ can hbt* be used " w^i relative force apparent," as 
the word Elohim is in theOi'TJ;Hor'else hl^ numbers AH go for nothing. In 
some languages, the phrases ^ m^ man " and " fny woman ^ are used to design 
nate tlie relationship of husband , and wife (or, as it is commonly said in Eng^* 
lish, man and wife), and yut no one would question the -fiict that the word man 
21 
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in these languagips was aa ab9olate^ api^athre noun, li tke question wbs 
raised, to what class of beings does this individual belong, it would bring o\it 
an answer that would at -once settle the point jSns* " He is a man." Here 
the word min, being the predieate of the seatrace, tells u» of what natju^'thie 
being in question is ; as we iia^ ai)0ve.the word Goc^dcelares jntiHelst nerse 
of St John I Gov^^ and in tlie sentences, *^ Very Gdd and vet^ v^9$^p &9^o 

Take another instance: Suppose a lady called her huil^aad, ot her s(^ 
^*' my Charles ; ^ and that upon reading a menioir of her, we shc^uld fi^d -Ihat 
the phrase, "wy Charle^,^ occurred 1476 times, whereas tl^f ,Yf^ri,,€hq^ 
stood absolutely only 722 times : what would be thought of th&infipr^acetliftt 
.tills word " Charles " was a mere r^atire term, which signified husband or ^on, 
tlie reader being left in doubt whiph was the definite celatipo indicjaliied, as J>r. 
L. is with respect to the relati^ designated by th^ word God. Those who 
consider the word God as jan absolute appellative, npun,, fii^d no difficulty at 
all in accounting for the u;se of the i^ord Godi in tfa^se 1476 cases^ whene 
Dr. L. says it " is used with relative foroe aj^^arent ;" for the B^ing whose 
absolute name it is, stands in many relationships to usj several pf ifhich reh^- 
tionships (it is wpr^y of remark) aod not ont onJiy, this word is tised to 
designate. 

In a preceding part c^ this paper^ I: endeavored ;to shoHr fi^m this fact that 
the word God can not be a mere relative tenst^ — «. g". we can say ** God is 
;the Creator; God is the Stipredae Rider; God is onr Presetver; &«•, predi- 
cating every relationship which the Supreme Being sustains ta us, of the wool 
Gorfi without any sense of tautology w impropriety. Could we do this if 
the word ihd were not the absolute name of the Being designated, but a 
mere title expressing uiy oie of these i^lationships. If this was the charactf^r 
of the word, should we not have tautology wben we predioaled that selation- 
ship of the word: e, g*. of the ffilaUooshipr designated by that of Q-eator to 
creatures, as Dr. L. says it is oap. 5 lof his Atgument* to say that God is our 
Creator is equivalent to saying *' the' Creator is evlr Crenkot i^ 4he seme if the 
relationship designated is that olf ^^ Supreme Ruler,'' or any otiier whatsoever, 
there would be a tautology if w« peedicatod ikis relationship of the word God. 
Now as we have no such difficulty in predicating «aGh: and every of the rela- 
tionships, in which we stand to the Supreme Being, of the word God^ this woid 
can not be a mere relative term^^e mere ekponwit of ang^ givtti ooe of these 
relationships. ■ : 

But that which Dr. L. fanoiiss will reduce ike advocates of the. absolute 
character of the word God to a comply dilemma^ is the 245 instances in 
which tlie word " is applied away from him," c i. Jehovah. He says, if " 0geg 
and Elohim express an^thino (fthe DwmiR nahart^ how is it. diat they are 
applied, away from Jehovah, to angels, judges^ and to Moses ? When Jehovah 
sajTs to Moses, * I will make thee a God to Pharaoh,' he promisled what he 
actually did. But did he malce Moaes fromb^ing^ a man to become actually 
x>f the nature of Qod ? Did )ie convert «the\ unity of his huntmi existence into 
A trinity of Divine existences? I dara not puisue the subject farther to its 
^piouA cooseqiienees." 
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' h is to be hdp^a that Dr! K suciceedod mMihg te own mind witH duJ 
horror ait the iitiplous coiisequences that must follow irom riegarding the wortf 
tr6d as ail ab&olute term, but I very much doubt if a single reader has shared' 
tliese feelinffs with him. ff, when Dr. L declares, that, " when Jehovah says to 
Moses, *l^ill 'make thee a God to l^hjeiraoh/ ,he promised what he did," he 
mieans to assert that the word God is used //ropn^,. and not metaphorically, 
and that we ^e to understand from the sentence, above quoted, that God 
pjjomised to maike Moses really and truly a.God, tlie consequences are quite as 
^e^ousK^n I^jr^, JlJ^'§^eory^as on my qwn. : I^e says the correlatives are " God and 
crpajtures ;" the S^ipreipe Being i^ «* poi^tutpd God by the act of creation ; **- 
'f God is ^ relative l?esm expressing a relation of which the me party could 
only he the Supreme Being." Now tben^idid Jeh^vah.make Moses and:Pharaoh 
to stand to, each otiier in the arelation of CreaUur and creatore ? By what act of 
creation' was Moses, constituted Gpd ? > If 1^ parky sustaining the relationship 
called G^ ^c6uld onlyi^e the Supreme^ Being/' was Moses chained into this 
Being?. 'TheEte absufdities-ape iriovitablo if the* word God is here to be 
vnderstoodTpTejm^jbutfif we admit tiiat'it la tised metaphorically, then the 
fkct that Moses is ^sailed a God presents nb difficulty to our regarding this* 
Word aj^att dbsoltrt^ tettrf; for 4 have aboVie 'given instances of the absolute* 
hoUhs "wiittt " ^dr"** wihfixin^ to' exj)fess ^ei relation of husband and wife ; 
fbd these Wotds sbre also ii^TO b^' My of hieta^hor to express the qualities^ 
which dlstingiiish men and^wonien : c. g-l'wlien we exhort d boy to **be a 
man,** or call a man " an bid woman;" an(^ yet no one would contend that 
because of tHis usage the worcis ^* 'hum " and " " tooman " . have ceased to be 
absolute appellativp.nounp,,^ : : - . , .; ' 

^ If Dr. L. had, paired a^ moment to. reflect, upqn the, character of tl^e absur-. 
4i^yjwitbi|WjiicJ^^e wi^ed to pres9,hi^fa'4versarjLes, he.mu^t, it seeips to j^, 
^aye seen tl^t,.if the,wpr<3lwas,tobe v^dcrstQod • propria, the, difficulty w^ 
^uaUy^gr^ on .eitti<?r, siiMC|o§ition;,.and(.t^, if ^s^djmetaphioriGally, the. 
^ijaScirfty w?isatf}Afind|bi;both^. • w. o^ t-u . .<{ » / 

, Tt)as^.pQdnt,ovi&th«it<theinaffie^Glatf isiatnete reltititeiters^' oift wMch Dr. 
lu felies, aad whicbtbe admits, is essedltai]' to the success of Shangti, wan 
miieh^reyiedian^itd'diistBtn thi^iriews^iby DrrOlao^ceaiM >hi8>'felkw Arians; 
Wiho^ di| t^e ^ajcfy portnof/ the> ISth^owtory) disturbed the peaee of the English 
C&wtll,' ttndbtfki^htr/on<th« most dl»le ^i^ssloh^ with' respect to our Loi?d's 
DivimtythaithtebeeA'h^lntiJe^Knglijshlaagiige. To show the similarity 
of Dn Legge'* views -to those of ^these •Writer^j arid at the same time to give a 
o()flcltt3ive knsVe* tbthem from one of our most Sound ftnd learned Divines, 
I WiM i^uote' k" few paraghiphi^ from Wateriand*^ Works :— • 

' ** dr. Clarke would indeed persuade us, that the proper Scripture notion of 
Oo^d is dominion; afid that therefore any person having dominion, is, accord- 
ing to the Scripture notion, truly and properly God. This shall be examined ; 
but it Will be conyeniefnt h^e to set'down the Doctor*s own words. * The word 
<T*So<:» God^hSi9\n Script.uire, and in all books of morality and religion, a relative 
ii^nification ;, and jiot,.as in metaphy«ical books, an absolute one : as is evident 
frbm the reitftive* terms, which in moral writings may ahva^'s be joined with it- 
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For litttanoe,in the Miner manner SB -we 9117 ir myt Father^', my King*, and tiie 

like ; ao it is proper also to say my Gq4« the God of /f roe/, the God 4^ the uni-: 

versey and the like : which .words are expressive of dominion and government, 

Bnt in the metaphysical waj^ it cap notbp s^d, * my infinite substance,* the * in-. 

finite substance of Israel^^ or the like. He repeats the observation«f^. 290^ -, ^ 

and is very positive that the word Optt'in Scripture is always a relative word of 

dffice, giving the same pretty reasdn for it as l)e {ore. This shall be carefully 

considered, and the manner of speaking accounted for in the sequel. 

" I shall only observe here, by the way, that the word star is a relative word; 
for the same reason wHh thiit which ihis Doctor gives for the bthc^r. For, the 
*star of your God Reraphan ' (Acts Yii, 43 ) is a proper expression: bnt in' 
the metaphysical way, it can not be said, the Muminous substance of your God 
Remphan.' So again, wtter ii a relative word ; for it is proper to say, the wa-' 
ter of Isrmd : but, in the metaphysical way, it can not be said, the fluid subsunce 
of Israel; the expression is improper.* By parity of reason, we may make rela-' 
tive words almost as many as we please. But to proceed: I maintain that 
doininion is not the full import of the word Ood in Scripting; that it is but s 
part of the idea, and a fmall part too ; and that if any person be called G^d^ 
iperely on account of ^^mtnian, he is^called so by way of figure and resemblance 
only; and is. no|t properly God, according to the, Scripture notion of it. We 
may call any one a king^ who, livef free and jn^ependei^t, subject ^o no man's^ 
will. He is a king so far, or in some respects : though in many opier respects, 
nothing like one y and therefor^ hot properlv a king. If by the same figure of 
speech, by way ot allusion or resemblance, anything be called God^ because re- 
sembling God in one oir more particulars, we are not to conclude that it is. .i 
properly and tnily God. 

«^ To enlarge somewhat further upon this head, and to illustrate the case by a 
few instances, l^art of the idea that goes along with the word God is, that his 
habitation is sublime, and * his dwelling not with flesh.' Datt. ii. 11. This 
puTi of the idea is applicable to angels tMr to sainta, and therefore they may thua 
far be reputed Godrnnd are ^omettmeir so- styled in Scripture, or ecclesiastical 
writings. A nother part of the complete idea of 6dd i« giving ordert from above, 
5lid publ^kitfg cMdoiattds'fi^om fteartfrn' This was in iionie iscinse applicable to 
Moses; who is tkeiefbre ealled «m ObA:tmto Pbahmhs' not as beittg propetly 
God, but instead 4f<G^ in that inBtiinoe,i«rtliAt re^Habling^rewttstabee. 
In the same respeet^ eVeify rprophet or apostle^ orievtenminlrter^a pariah,- 
might be figuratively ^alM Qod' J^mkilihi gottt alMig With the idea of God,* 
or i« port of it ; and therffor^ kingsi prinoei and mdfHM^aties, re««^ling G«d ia( 
Uiat respect, may, by arlil^Q figure of apeeoh, beat/M ^od^: ijotprop^rjy ; for 
th<*n we might as properly say, God, J>avid, God Solomon, or God Jeroboami 
as King David, &.c.\ but by-way of fmusiop, and in regard to some imperfect re. 
semblance which they bear to Qod in sopie particular respects ; and that is s^l. 
It belongs to God to receive worship^ and sacrifice, and homan^e. Now, be- 

* It is very obvious to perceive where the Impropriety ^f such expressions lies. The, 
vrord si^stance, according to tlie common use or language, when, used in the singular^ 
number, is supposed to be intrinsic to the thing' spoken' of, whose siibstance it isj and 
indeed to be the thing itself. Afy tul>Mimek is myuif: and the ni6«totu*« of brad is Tsraa. • 
And hence it comes to be improper to join substance with the relative terms, ui^defstand'^i 
ing of it something extrinsic. 
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worn the heMheH ido|f wi^ fef«iiibledrCS«d; ta to be JoMe obj^cU of.wof«l^)p, 
dtie.y therefore thej also, \^ tbe^ff^me, figure of •i»f^,,4re by tbe Seripti|ce de^v 
i^miii9ted Gacb, thoi^gb^i the m^ time they ar^ d^cUfie^i, in. a propec eense^^ 
tp be UQ Qodf. The lieUy i»,CJ^^e4 the.Gorf <^the, hijpuripyp (jf^^^^ 
because fome are as mp.ph devoted to theservioe.of th^ii; bellies^ as. .others, are ^ 
to the service of God ; and because their lusts have got the dominion over thv^m. , 
This way o{ speaking is in like manner grounded on some imperfept resem- 
blance, ai^d is easily understood. The prince of the devils is supposed, by most, 
interpreters, to be called the * God of this world,* 2 Cor. iv- 4. If so, the rea- 
son inay be, either because thtf m^n'ofthik world ^e entiteiy devoted to hit' 
service, or that he has got po^nrer and dominion over them. 
* <' Thus we see how the word 6fo<f, according to the pdpulai- wayo^ speaking,^ 
hat been appUed to angels, or to men, or to things inanimate and Insensible ; 
because some pari of the ideik bblohging to €M has been c<Aiceived to belong}' 
to them a|so.> To argoe &^m hience that %ity of them is i^ri^perly God, is taak^ ^ 
log. the whole of a^ part ^ reaieniitg fti^MsiOuely, a diUo see^kindum quid^ as tli^> 
aelioela speak, ad dieimm.simpUHtw^ If we injure carefully into the Seriptiire> 
notion of the word^ we shall find, that;neither dominion shigly,. nor all the ether > 
insta^oesipf resemblavfee, mak^ up jthe,l4ea, or arelail0|o«ent to denominate any-: 
thing propi^rly God. Whei^ the pfinoe of Tyre pretended to be God (Eyek^ 
^zviii. 3)i, he thought of something more than mt^ dominion to mpdie hhn 
•o; he thought of strength invincible, and power irresistible : and God waar 
pleased to convince him of his folly and vanity, not by telling him how scanty ^ 
his dominion was, or how low his office; but how weak, frail, and perishing his^ 
nature was ; that he was man only, and * not God,' ver 2, 9, and should surely 
find so- by the event. When the Lycaonians, upon tlie sight of a miracle 
iRTought by St. Paul (Acts xiv, II ), took him and Barnabas for gods, they did 
not thiak so much of dominion^ as of power and ability beyond human : and 
when the apostles ^answered them, tbey did not tell them that their dominion 
'#'ai only human, or that their office was* not Divine, but that they had not a 
Diivine natttre ; tliey were weak, frail, and feeble men, of like infirmitien with* 
the rest of theif species, and therefore no G^s. 

If we trace the Boriptnienotionof one Who isimly and properly God, w«. 
shall find it made up of ^eae several ideas ; infinite wisdom^ power invincible, 
all-puffioieney, and the like. Tke9fi^^IepmJpr^ndtLndJ:ound4ti0n,Qfdominion^r 
which iS; bu^ a seconda^ notipp, iv ponsequeqcp of |he> power : and It must be: 
supieme dominion, and npne c|ls<^| w^jch will so^ with!t)ie.S«riptttr0 notion of' 
Qod. ..lVwn9tthatofagpve!Wipp,4Jpn}eri;apro4ectpr,a.lord, ortbe lik^; bnt. 
a sovere^n Ruler, an almighty P^p^c^, an omnifcient and omnipresent Go- 
vernor, an eternal, immutable, b.\\ ftuflicient Creator^ Preserver, an^ Protector. 
Whatever falls short of this is not properly, in the Scripture notion*, Godt but 
is only called so by way of figure ; as has before been explained. Now, ifyoa 
ask me why the relative terms may properly be applied to the word God^ the 
rl^ison is plain ; because th6re is spniethln? relative in the whole idea of Gtid; 
namely, the notion of Governoi', Protector, &c. If you aisk why they can not' 
be so properly applied to the W6rd^(^d in the metaphysical sense, beside, the' 
reason before giveti, there is another as plain ; b^cahse metaphysics tiike in only ^ 
part oir the ide^i c<!m3id^r the riature abstracts -fVoi6 tker^dti^n, leaving the 
relaiive part out." Waterland^s Works, Vol. I. p. 33-^^. " , -, ,j 
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r' Thfe Wdrd nod, as I intimated atike^mVpM ofthtelCasitff, ckjeri no* sttttSf 
for a aiiigle idea, but for an assethbl^ df WeaA, sdtoe of #Wkih rdatc* tathe' 
nfifiiWr oTthef BeWgr so *calf6d, ftrid 'ibnie to ttte relatiorts he' suskins. Wheta • 
tt^d'BrtetaphoricftKjr, any orie df these miy fbnh the basis 'of the metaphor ;; 
if, however, we dcsiite to give a Ml'd^flnitibn oif th^ wbrd'when used propria,' 
wi6 should mention both' classes ; those which refer to nature (such as hecea-. 
sary existence, wisdom, power. &c:, &,c^\. being "however " the .ground or 
foundation ^ of the^ relative, the mention pf them is indispensable in all (defini- 
t^9Bs of the/wjprd, as I have observed ^9jVe,j t)\e^ mention of the ^Ic^^^e is pp]^ 
indispensable as we h?ive seen, because wte wy <?9ntemplate God ^existingj 
from pt9;mi^,. before there were any beings tQ^sts^i^' ^ f^X ^relation , to ^lim. 
. Pit. Legge,, when he insists that God is a, n^e^f^ cela^ye, ter^p^ w^^^ tells[ 
us iiptiiing^CthefnatiMre of the Beings indicati^d^ discards ithev ^^ho][^ »cla«s fBf[ 
f^Qditfn^ptalud9«s»; Aiid^gives ua a. w^odiwhieh «EiAAOt be used' to.egprcaf Jiie' 
doctiiae,f>f jthet'Ikiiiit^.aaibe..word £f(N&is.u9ed<iiii.the Ci^edSvOfihe.'Calliotioi 
Gkufb ^.wiiDchtaan nefctbeuaod as the fword GM aAutdhe^dooupMnt^ I hmfm 
qnotedylotteaok the Bivmefnatai^of Christ | in shdiV a nmofd which differs^ 
from the<e66< viMd in %L Mm'^^eepel, ^d'by^ otthodex* Christian wiitersi 
fyMi ihe begimUngl' He ttnm theref^fe ht wrbi^ nt his View of^tJiie Woifd. ' 
' 1Wii&'ntM;e hafl already extended' to gteaC length, but I miM say a word toF 
Dr. Xii's rtatement thatt we can not^^#ith tiie woi'd Skat express Ihe doctriiie 6f 
the Trinity. ' H^ ask^, •* Does th^' \vord ^od standing absolutely, without- 
definitive of any kind, denote a Being who is possessed of a Divine nature ; 
or the Being who sUstJains "the relation of supreme dominion ? If the former, 
l^e taken, the Atlianasian fi^r^^la^is equivalent to *The Fatl^r is A Being 
yho possesses a Divine inature^ t|he Son is A Being who ppssjsssos a Divina 

i^ture,<fcV ... , . . . ,':.... 

}. It ia dUii/cult to persuade oneself flvat Dr.- Ii. is setioiis in oil this. To his^ 
c^ieiltion, hoiwevec: I.wi^ answer that il^e word CStef' denotes the Being who JA 
possessed of the only true Divine native that ewtm, whioh Being sustains tor 
his cteiUuneto tbecfelUifciorish^of Supieme R<4er^ and many others aJso. 
r If the^word 4hd^ as ' 'Used: in this' ftxmMk, is Kn' absolute term denoting* 
nature ;then,*«8Dr:^I:i.admi^tiiat^ftgfi ^Tettbte^ nature and'-ft does ndf, thfe 
iirfewnoeis>tiiattheiro»d MffiH tt suitsble 6ti&^W express thtf Trinilyi andr 
flttLt^andits'COfttpotttias^tti^iittti But Drt' Li^^insiftltf thtt !f We attempt' to^ 
^feithedodtrirte bf t!he TrfftHy'ih^0hiii^e,.6y'th^'use 6f this tfbtd, it Will* 
b"^ "^ the'FfttJWif 16 WBHin," &tf:; &C; ^Td ^ilisWerlb this, we h«ve ofily lb infortri* 
thfe "English feader that the Chinee ha^ no article, and that the phfase^ 
^i^ tft' j^, may without any ' violation of Chinese grammar be explained to 
ipean th^ Father Js the one only true and living Sltin, to remove all apprehen- 
sion ^frcffli hi^ minci on t)iis score ; an4 as we, whp a-dvocafe the ^ use of Shiriy, 
axe m9l}Q)4ie|sts^ ^e reader ipay rest, assured that ^ewijl tejl tie pi^pese that, 
although j^ey<havqVretofor9.supp9se^;*^tha;t there $hin (g94s) mapy,.< 

and.cW (WM ^myjy.^^ ^ P^ ^^ ^ i^"^ pn^„^A^r».r^-T:" frat Uie ^^r is.^ 
tkisS?»^%tt^Sw>i9.thifl5%w^^d.Afi.flob' Q^^^ tim Wnj^.and that 
there is yet, as we said above^ "itq.us, b»t/o«e.iS'MV .. /; . ■ i 
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Dr. Legge must know that there is nothing easier than for us to say this in 
Chinese, and if he belierpa that tl^Ovmutjf of thetGo^ie^d consists in a oneness 
of nature, I should be glad to know why the fact that the word Shm is an 
. absolute appeUaEve no^n, unfits it to express the " Scriptural doctrine*' of the 
, Trinity. ^ If he regarct the Divinity of the Say^io?: as ^* a mere relative divini- 
ty^'' and is prepared to stand to His position Uiai "the view of Elohim, as a 
reUfiive term, exhibits the doctrine of the Trinity in lis fyriptwrcli mnplicU^y 
and establishes the Divinity of Christ upon its proper evidence^'' then I can 
easily understand why he ^hould maintain ttat we can not witli Shin (an 
absolute term) express the doctrine of the Trinity m\\s Scnptural simpliciiy ^ 
, but if he regards the Divinity of the Savior aif abspliAe, if he regard's him^^ 
^"the very and etemcd Gbd,^ as *^very God and very nianj" if h6 believes, a^s 
he tells us^ on p, 57 of his Lettel^, " that fhfe Ffiither, Son,' and SpMt are * one 
' in substance,' SO that there are not tht^p^ Godi^ but bne GoU^/^ Uien I ckn not 
'undetstand what difficulty he can possibly see in the wfe^' o^ his ex^yressbig 
: the dodtnne of the Trinity initd Soriptural isimpUeity H jr thence' of an aisoZule 
'tqtptiktHve ndwn, '. . '^ \ ... .t 

i Ifihould be glad to see' Dr. L. reconcile Itis^ views nbo^e qttet^ vw., tU4t 
i<< the Father, Siab and ^nritare *oheiniui«toiKC,':SOtha4itheveBi0nbtthfee 
CpodSt,' but tme dtHi, " with the opinion that 'we jmust usi9>« 'i»ere, r^^Uye tenfi 
'^which^oea.not indicate ^»0e7toe or nature to express. the. dpctruwiof the Trinity 
. in its Scriptmol dinplicUy* I should like h^ also to point out ^ii,t di^culty 
-tl^ere can be jn ej^prespingthftt wherein the oneness of the Trinity cqi^i^ 
.by the, use of a term signifying nalvare, if .that oneness consists iawitwre, Jf 
his, answer is that the difficulty c^isists not in the absOihite chamqter of ^ 
word ahm^. but in the fact of its being an appellative^ noun, this miHtfttes direct 
■ly agawt his position that a relative tent alone iaan exj^ess thi» dootni^e ip 
;it8 Suriptmd prnplioUif) besides he has told us that, restive Jdouns^,^ weU ^ 
absolute, afe a^pelktive ', rwhich.being.the caae,n^e should be glad to 1^9;9r 
•why ano^^o/tito tippdlatwe must giVe place toia rekdi^c <qfpHla(ive ia wf 
-teaching tlieScrifftural/^octrineiof the. Trinity Pii , • .. ., 

I If to: this .Dr, L. replies, "Some Aelfl4j*ie tennSj atfl similarly) .^^lOfl/^truedy" 
t. c. either with or without the article ; that is the reason why we niust have a 
rel^-tivc ^pppll§;tive : 9ur a^sw«r is, In Chjijftse th^e i^ ^q article j in th^ re- 
spect there is no ' difference between Shdngti and Shin ; and in English,. hjs 
.favoj:ite phrase .aijid t^^,wprdi Cfodi, triecj, by t;h» t^t, cfui, not. be j;^con9iied: 
he^^annqt with "grammatical propriety" say, ^^Supfo^ie Rul^r ti»a4e thp 
world," ./^i^Mcw*, p. 4. - .' -I { .1 ' ^ 
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"1*5 Btfefist of nit Es$ay\ S^c 

(NqU B., r^flsrred to on page 123,) 

While we are engaged with. this author, I will call attention to some very 
remarkable temples mentioned by him. He says, "In China, at the time of 
the fonner Five dynasties ( A.D. 907—959), there was a temple to * Men Shin^^ 
or * Ydu Shin,^ and another to *the Fire, Men or You SfdnJ During the 
Tang dynasty ( A.D. 620—904), there were religious books from Persia, The 
fourtli year of Tien-pau ( A.D. 745), the Emperor commanded the two Persian 
mcHiasteries to be chaja^ed into jTo-tein (Romish) monasteries (Nestorian ?). 
, We have also a Tablet giving an account of the spread of the King kidu 
(Illustrious religion) in China, written by King Tsing in the second year of 
IReiKhung (A.D. 781 )r Now to explain the character Men, or Y&u llh^, 
it is from ski yK and from Vien T? , andis the god (Shin) of Heaven, whose 
religion arose in Palestine f, which originally was on the eastern borders of 
the Roman em^re (Td-t8in)*\ That which is called the " Foreign Kiti," ip 
the " Yciu Sfdn,^ which is the same as the Shin of heaven^ and belongs to th^ 
Roman eihp^ a» I sUppo8e,§ and is the origin of the religion of Jesus. With 
respect to the religion of the God of Fire (Ho Skin //|^ lA) it came from 
Persia, and has no connection with the Roman Elmpire (Tortsin) ; Should wb 
say that it (the rieligion of the god of Fire) was the same with the*Ho Fdi^,» 
this would be to confotmd the god of Fire with the God of Heaven : to say that 
the religu^n of the Persians comes from the Roman Empire {Tc^tsin] is like 
the erroneous derivation of my family from one of another surname. The Tab- 
let about "the (Kirtg UoiU) Illustrious Religion" (t. e, that described oh 
the Syrian Monument) is still more erroneous. The King kidu is the religion 
of the fire worshipers : in the Tablet it is said, * a bright StiBU* proclaimed the 
happy event f * he suspended the bright sun in order to brieiak open the abodes 
of darkness; at mid-day he ascended to heaven:? all which refeis to the 
sun's fire. It being also said in the Tablet, * he determined hi the form of tlie 
cross to establish the four quartere;' and, *once in seven days they have ser- 
vice,' unplicates it with the Tien-dvU kidu (Romish religicm). When it speaks 



* Fuh'tiny i. e. Judea. Moses first established this coantiy : Jesus was a des- 
cendant of his. 

• t Ta-isin is the Coirntry of Rdme in Italy or llomah empire. The Chinese 
'^bseryiflg that the men thereof in height and 8i»i^ Weire very like themselves, 
called it TO'tsifi^ but the natives themselves did not call it by this name. > v 

X " The character Yau dft^ (of jtfieit, as others read) was originally made by 
the Chinese men ; the people of the west have not a common mode of writing 
with Chinese men; how then came they by this character?" His astonishment 
seems to arise from this Chinese character's being given on the Temple as the 
name of the foreign God. 

§ Palestine, from the time of the H&n dynasty, began to serve Rome ; but 
from the time of the Tang dynasty it was captured by the Arabians. 
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I of the three-on,e, mysterious bodied, uncrcatod, true Lord Mjihd^ I do not' 

I know what man ( |p|* J\^ ) is refbrrcd tjo. And the corniiosition of the whole' 

! piece is in the exaggerated style of the dregs of the Budhii^ts : it (the King' 

t ki&\i) is not the religion of Piro ; it is not tliat of Heaven (i*. t. tlie Nestoriari) ; 

( it is not thit of Budha : wc are entirely at a lass to know by what name to call' 

I t)iis religion ; for tlie Pctsians Siicrificing to the god of Pirc was an ancient 

! custom that originated umong themselves, and the religion of Budlia prevailed 

in India, \U (Persia's) eastern neighbor. The roligi^jn of tlie God of Heaven 
prevailed in the Romm empire (Td-tsin) its Western neighbor. Ro.u the 
time of tlie Tang dynasty, the Tlen-chu klau of tlie Romnii empire (Ta-tsln) 
flourished more extensively, and a clever foreign priest (King Tsingy the writer 
oftlie Tablet it is to be supposed) united the three religions, and made out of 
tliem one, to which he gave tlie name of Knig kiati^ " Illustiious religion " (or 
he may mean to insinuate th it the priest meant it shou'd be understood as the 
religion of Ki7ig ~xS* this being his own name), in order to exalt himself. In 
China the origin was not known, the peopb therefv*. j followed his story and 
honored and believed in it, exactly according to what Chung Li says, * You 
only like to hear wh it is stringo.'' 

It is also s lid in the Tablet, th »t in the twv'ifli year of Ching-kwan (A.D. 
(v^J), Olopua, a man of great virtue, ofth'3 Rom m Ivap-re {Td't8ln\ hus brought 
sacred books and imagos from afar, and })r«.'s atod tlj«"fia nt our capital. Tk s 
O'otuk (misprint, I pre.sune for O^opun) co.iiiag from the Roman empire (T-i 
tsin) was no doubt of tlie Tien-chu ha'.i (Ro iiish religion); anl his s^.crod 
books were the Holy Books ani Gospels that h'vc boon trans nitted to us 
fro.n Europe: the images were tiioc?e of Jesus on tlie crojs; out we do not 
hear tliat, at that time, tliey had those images. With respect to that which 
is called King klau, its depending upon (being derived froiu ?) the reli^^ion of 
the Persian god of Fire, and having its images, dresses, decorations, &.C., from 
the Budhists— this is what I can not explain. 

" From the time of the Tang dynjusty, the Budh^at religion haj flourished : 
the temples of the Foreign Ydu and of the Fire Kiu, and the rel-gion of 
Persia and of Ta-lsin, have all not been again hj >n. According to western 
writCi-s, in the northern country of Africa, called Abyssinia, the Tortsin " Ro- 
man," (perhaps Nestorian) religion still exists ; it still is also tlie uame of llie 
religion of tliQ P^i'^iaa Src-god." 

The three temples aboveiuentioned are obj^^cts of great interest to us, and 
I tcust we shiU be able to learn fro n what souxe His Excellency obtained 
his information, and tlius get access to a fuller account of tliem. 

The character jjr^ is explained as the name of a foreign god, ac, it] JTiHJ 
^ in tlie foUowuig Dictionaries : — 

It is road by all Hitn : the jj^ ^ jffi alone reading it also Yhxu If our 

-' author is correct in siyiug that th's iShvn was the sune as the Shin who gave 

tlic law at Muiuit Siu'.i, then I tliink tlieri' can be but little doubt tlic charac- 
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Ust should be rtad Fati, as the Bemg designated by the builders irtust in that 
case have been I AQ, t. e. Jehovah ; for the Nestorians could not have built 
a temple to any false god. 

I have translated Td-tain throughout " Roman empire," as the author so 
explains it himself. Jt may mea i (though I doubt it) Judea, in the Syrian 
Monument, but this author does not so understand it He can make nothing 
of the Monument at all, as the reader will perceive. Because in the Tablet 
it is said, "a bright star proclaimed the happy event," and that, "Persians, 
seeing its brightness, came with presents," he concludes tlie people mention- 
ed' were Parsoes, or worshipers of fire. 
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ERRATA. 

Page 46 line 4 from 1)ottoin, for ovwv read ov/wv. 
9) 48 „ 13 /„ ,, after flra/poc, add (^3ov sx Osou. 
n 52 „ 14 „ top, for ** possessing a being,** read " possessing, or 

being," &c. 
9, 53 „ 18 from top, insert " not " before " properly." 
„ 54 „ 9 „ „ for " sound " read " sounds." 
„ 61 „ 17 „ „ for "mcniw" read "mcTi/'o." 
„ 61 „ 12 from bottom, for To ^swv read To ^Siov. 
i, (3''i ^, 6 „ „ insert ** of" after ** conceive." 
„ 64 „ 10 „ top, for " simple " read " single." 
„ 65 „ 8 „ „ "Supreme god" should be printed "Supreme God." 

Same change in word " god " on last line of this page, in the 

6th line of the 63th page, and the dd and 6th lines of the 77th 

page. 
„ 71 „ 8 from top, insert " to " after " that" Two lines below, for 

" what " read " which." 
„ 72 „ 20 from top, for " other political," read " atheo-political.'' 
„ 73 „ 2 from bottom, in note, for " discune " read " discurrere." 
„ 76 „ 13 from top, for " of the being " read " of being." — Also line 24, 

for "term" read " terms." 
„ 76 „ 3 from top, insert a comma after "*u6jtonf." 
„ 78 „ 4 from bottom, for " is guilty " read " if guilty." 
„ 9(> „ 11 from top, insert " in" before " and." 
„ 1)6 „ 5 from bottom, for " simple " read " single." 
,,101 „ 6 from top, for " Xenophanos " read " Xenophin^s." 
„ 101 „ 17 „ „ for Tiavfwv read travffjjv, 
„ 114 „ 3 „ „ for " being " read " beings." 
„ 111) „ 20 „ „ for " the go'.l (a^in) whom tlieir ancestors worshiped," 

read " the ancestral god (shin) whom tlioy (each country) 

worshiped." 
„ 127 „ 7 from bottom, insert " they " before " choose." 
„ 130 top line, for « If" read " It" 
„ 131 line 16 from top, insert "have " before " believed." 
„ 136 „ 16 from bottom, inaert " that " before " which." 
„ 139 „ 19 from top, transpose " still " after tlie word " inadequately." 
„ 149 „ 15 „ „ for '-' page id " read " page 95." 
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